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PREFACE 


The  eighth  meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission,  since  its  incorpora- 
tion within  the  World  Council  of  Churches  in  1948,  was  held  at  the  University 
of  Aarhus,  Denmark,  from  15  to  27  August  1964.  Before  the  Fourth  World 
Conference  on  Faith  and  Order  at  Montreal  the  previous  year,  it  had  been  decided 
to  depart  from  the  usual  custom  of  combining  a Commission  meeting  with  a World 
Conference,  and  to  leave  a year’s  interval  for  reflection  upon  the  transactions 
of  Montreal  and  for  preparation  of  studies  related  to  them.  The  reader  may  be 
able,  by  setting  the  minutes  and  the  reports  contained  in  this  booklet  alongside 
the  Report  of  the  Montreal  Conference  * to  judge  of  the  wisdom  of  that  decision. 

Owing  to  reasons  of  space  and  of  cost  the  following  main  addresses  delivered 
in  plenary  session  at  Aarhus  are  not  printed  in  this  booklet : 

L.  Vischer  Present  Tasks  of  Faith  and  Order 
J.  D.  McCaughey  Church  Union  in  Australia 

V.  Rakotoarimanana  The  Problem  of  Union  Negotiations  in  Africa 
P.  Evdokimov  Nature 

G.  W.  H.  Lampe  The  New  Testament  Doctrine  of  Ktisis 

W.  Dantine  Creation  and  Redemption  : An  Attempt  at  a Theological 
Interpretation. 

These  are  being  printed  separately  as  follows  : 

In  English : 

All  six  addresses  in : Mid-stream,  vol.  IV.  2,  Indianapolis,  Feb.  1965. 

The  last  three  addresses  (on  Creation  and  Redemption) 

in : Scottish  Journal  of  Theology,  Edinburgh,  1965  (one  in  each  of 
the  next  three  numbers  — December  1964,  March  and  June  1965). 

In  French : 

The  papers  by  Vischer,  Evdokimov,  Lampe  and  Dantine 
in  : Verbum  Caro,  Neuchatel,  1965. 

The  paper  by  Rakotoarimanana 
in  : Foi  et  Vie,  Paris,  1965 

In  German  : 

Dr.  Vischer’s  paper  in : Okumenische  Rundschau,  Stuttgart,  Sept.  1964 
The  last  three  addresses  (on  Creation  and  Redemption) 
in : Kerygma  und  Dogma,  1965. 

Offprints  of  the  English  set  from  Mid-stream  will  be  obtainable  from  the  WCC 
Publications  Department. 

* The  Fourth  World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order,  SCM  Press,  London,  and 
Association  Press,  New  York,  1964 ; French  edition  : Foi  et  Vie,  Vol.  63  No.  1 : Jan./ 
Fevr.  1964,  Paris;  German  edition:  Montreal  1963.  Berichtband,  EVZ-Verlag, 
Zurich,  1964. 
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It  will  be  noted  that  among  the  appendices  to  these  Minutes  no  list  of  theo- 
logical commissions  appears,  as  in  the  years  between  the  Lund  and  Montreal 
Conferences.  This  is  not  due  solely  to  the  lack  of  time  since  the  end  of  the  Aarhus 
meeting.  It  is  also  to  be  accounted  for  by  the  new  diversification  of  method  in 
Faith  and  Order  work,  which  was  accepted  as  a principle  at  Aarhus  (see  Faith 
and  Order  : the  Next  Phase , p.  8 ff.  of  this  booklet,  and  also  the  recommenda- 
tions of  the  Committees  on  future  studies,  p.  40  ff).  So  for  example  in  the  pro- 
posed studies  on  ‘The  Eucharist’  and  on  ‘Creation,  New  Creation  and  the  Unity 
of  the  Church’,  the  help  of  an  unspecified  number  of  regional  or  local  groups  will 
be  sought,  in  relation  to  any  small  international  Commissions  which  may  be  set 
up.  It  was  the  expressed  aim  of  the  Aarhus  meeting  to  draw  a wide  range  of  part- 
ners, of  different  gifts  and  experiences,  into  the  Faith  and  Order  programme, 
without  at  the  same  time  losing  the  unity  of  direction  which  alone  can  make  the 
results  of  that  programme  explicable  and  effective. 
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ATTENDANCE 


COMMISSION  MEMBERS 


Professor  P.  S.  Minear,  Chairman 

Principal  J.  R.  Chandran,  Vice-Chairman 

Professor  E.  W.  L.  Schlink,  Vice-Chairman  (part-time) 


The  Rev.  E.  A.  Adegbola 
Archbishop  Alexis  of  Tallinn 
Professor  E.  J.  F.  Arndt 
Professor  J.  Beato 
The  Rev.  G.  G.  Beazley,  jr. 
Archpriest  V.  Borovoy  (part-time) 
Professor  K.  R.  Bridston 
Professor  D.  Cairns 
Professor  R.  C.  Chalmers 
Principal  L.  G.  Champion 
The  Rev.  E.  Chavez  Campos 
Professor  N.  Chitescu  (part-time) 
Dean  J.  B.  Coburn 
Professor  E.  R.  Fair  weather 
The  Rev.  W.  J.  S.  Farris 
Professor  G.  Florovsky 
Professor  H.  Flottorp 
The  Rev.  J.  G.  Gatu 
Principal  A.  R.  George 
Professor  J.  Gonzalez 
Professor  S.  L.  Greenslade 
Professor  R.  T.  Handy 
Professor  E.  R.  Hardy 
Dr.  H.  H.  Harms 
Bishop  Ignatius  Hazim 
Miss  Christian  Howard 
Professor  W.  Joest 
* The  Rev.  J.  Kibira 
Professor  G.  Konidaris 
Professor  W.  H.  Lazareth 
Professor  T.  S.  Liefeld 
Professor  J.  D.  McCaughey 
Bishop  Thomas  Mar  Athanasius 
Professor  G.  Mayeda 

* Now  Bishop  of  Bukoba. 


Professor  J.  Meyendorff 

Dr.  J.  Miguez-Bonino 

The  Rev.  N.  Minz 

Professor  D.  Moody 

Principal  K.  L.  Nasir 

Professor  J.  R.  Nelson 

Dr.  W.  Niesel 

The  Rev.  S.  Nomenyo 

Professor  P.  E.  Persson 

Dr.  J.  Radha  Krishan 

Professor  J.  K.  S.  Reid 

Dr.  H.  G.  Renkewitz 

Principal  H.  Roberts 

Dr.  A.  Rodriguez 

Mr.  J.  M.  Ross 

Professor  E.  G.  Rupp 

Professor  V.  C.  Samuel 

Bishop  K.  Sarkissian 

Professor  E.  Schweizer 

Bishop  F.  Sigg 

Professor  J.  A.  Sittler 

Professor  J.  E.  Skoglund 

Professor  K.  E.  Skydsgaard 

Dr.  J.  Smolik 

Dr.  W.  Stewart 

Mr.  W.  Stringfellow 

Dr.  T.  M.  Taylor 

Professor  J.  N.  Thomas 

Bishop  O.  S.  Tomkins  of  Bristol 

Bishop  L.  Veto 

Dr.  C.  W.  Williams 

Professor  G.  F.  Wingren 

Professor  J.  W.  Winterhager 


5 


PROXIES 


Professor  A.  Benoit  (for  Professor  Mehl) 

Dr.  E.  Flesseman-van  Leer  (for  Professor  Berkhof) 

Professor  P.  B.  Hinchliff  (for  Bishop  Zulu) 

Miss  M.  B.  Hobling  (for  Dr.  Creasey) 

Dr.  K.  N.  Khella  (for  Bishop  Basilious) 

Professor  G.  W.  H.  Lampe  (for  Professor  Chadwick) 

Bishop  J.  D.  McKie  (for  Archbishop  Woods) 

The  Rev.  V.  Rakotoarimanana  (for  the  Rev.  J.  Ralambomahay,  deceased) 
Professor  D.  N.  de  Rijk  (for  Bishop  Jans) 

Dr.  V.  Vajta  (for  Dr.  Lesko) 

Dr.  W.  M.  S.  West  (for  Dr.  Payne) 


YOUTH  DELEGATES 


Mr.  C.  F.  Hallencreutz 
Mr.  P.  P.  van  Lelyveld 


The  Rev.  H.  Shinmi 
Mr.  G.  Wain wright 


OBSERVERS 


Dr.  S.  Gosevic,  Serbian  Orthodox  Church 
The  Rev.  J.  Long,  Roman  Catholic  Church 
Monsignor  J.  Vodopivec,  Roman  Catholic  Church 


DANISH  GUESTS 


Dr.  J.  M.  Aagaard 
Professor  K.  Baago 
The  Rev.  J.  C.  Basse 


Mrs.  A.  M.  Aagaard 


The  Very  Rev.  J.  Bogh,  Dean  of  Aarhus 
Mr.  J.  R.  Olesen  (Press) 

Professor  R.  Prenter  (part-time) 

The  Rev.  H.  Talman  (part-time) 


OTHER  GUESTS 


Professor  W.  Dantine 
Dr.  R.  C.  Dodds 
Bishop  Emilianos  of  Meloa 
Professor  P.  Evdokimov 
Dr.  N.  Good  all  (part-time) 
Professor  J.  Karmiris 
The  Rev.  W.  A.  Norgren 


Professor  J.  S.  Romanides 

The  Rev.  J.  Silvester 

Brother  M.  Thurian 

Archbishop  Tiran  (Nersoyan) 

Professor  J.  R.  Williams 

Like  Siltanat  Habte  Mariam  Wor- 


quineh  (part-time) 


6 


STAFF 


WCC  Executive  Staff 
The  Rev.  A.  Boyens 
The  Rev.  M.  B.  Handspicker 
The  Rev.  V.  E.  W.  Hayward 
Mr.  M.  C.  King  (part-time) 

The  Rev.  S.  G.  Mackie 

Dr.  H.-J.  Margull 

Dr.  N.  A.  Nissiotis 

The  Rev.  P.  C.  Rodger 

Mr.  A.  Schneider 

Father  T.  P.  Verghese  (part-time) 

Dr.  L.  Vischer 

Dr.  W.  A.  Visser’t  Hooft  (part-tii 


WCC  Office  Staff 

Miss  B.  Andersen  (co-opted) 

Miss  A.  Eikenberg 

Miss  E.  Groenendijk 

Miss  A.  Guittart 

Miss  J.  Hall 

Miss  L.  Pogge 

Miss  C.  Reymond 

Miss  B.  Saunders 

Miss  E.  S WAYNE 

Miss  M.  Wiles 


Interpreters 

The  Rev.  J.  R.  Arnold 
The  Rev.  R.  Brecheisen 
Mr.  D.  E.  Dutton 
Mrs.  T.  Evdokimov 
Miss  I.  Friedeberg 
Mrs.  U.  Gassmann 


Stewards 

Miss  K.  Berntsen 
Mrs.  E.  J.  Christiansen 
Mr.  F.  Christiansen 
Mr.  H.  M.  Holt 
Mr.  P.  E.  Pedersen 
Mr.  O.  F.  Stjernfelt 
Mr.  H.  Tingleff  Hansen 


OFFICERS  OF  COMMITTEES 


Committee 

I 

Chairman : 
Secretary  : 

Committee 

II 

Chairman  : 
Secretary : 

Committee 

III 

Chairman : 
Secretary  : 

Committee 

IV 

Chairman  : 
Secretary  : 

Committee 

V 

Chairman  : 
Secretary : 

Professor  Sittler 
Dr.  Aagaard 

Professor  Greenslade 
Dr.  Miguez-Bonino 

Bishop  Hazim 
Dr.  Harms 

Professor  Meyendorff 
Principal  Champion 

Dr.  Taylor 
Professor  Samuel 


FAITH  AND  ORDER : THE  NEXT  PHASE 


(The  following  is  the  relevant  extract  from  a staff  memorandum  which  was 
circulated  to  all  members  of  the  Commission  before  the  Aarhus  meeting  and  was 
intended  to  give  the  context  for  its  work.) 

1.  INTRODUCTION 

After  “fifty  years  of  Faith  and  Order”  in  which  much  has  been  achieved 
in  theological  conversations  between  the  churches,  we  may  say  that  only  now  is 
the  full  ecumenical  task  of  this  movement  becoming  apparent.  Many  new  oppor- 
tunities for  contact  between  divided  churches  have  only  recently  opened  up,  and  it 
has  been  borne  in  upon  us  that  the  previous  area  of  discourse  was  more  restricted 
than  many  had  realized.  The  scope  of  these  new  developments  was  reflected  in 
the  Fourth  World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order  at  Montreal,  where  nearly  all 
the  traditions  of  worldwide  Christianity  were  represented.  Many  commentators 
have  remarked  that  the  resultant  complexity  often  slowed  up  the  discussion  and 
made  it  confusing ; yet  what  emerges  from  Montreal  is  surely  the  need  to  face  a 
full  ecumenical  task  — nothing  less  than  the  theological  wrestlings  of  the  whole 
Christian  family  which  is  “on  speaking  terms”  once  again. 

In  planning  the  next  stage  of  Faith  and  Order  work,  it  is  obviously  sensible 
to  build  upon  what  has  already  been  done  and  to  take  full  cognizance,  e.g.  of 
the  four  Theological  Commission  reports  presented  at  Montreal,  in  order  that 
we  may  not  simply  go  over  the  same  ground  again.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  inade- 
quate to  the  new  situation  in  which  we  find  ourselves  today,  simply  to  continue 
previous  programmes  and  methods  without  any  modification. 

Five  factors  seem  of  particular  importance  in  determining  the  range  and 
character  of  future  work  : 

(a)  The  steady  decentralization  of  Faith  and  Order  work  and  the  increasing 
number  of  conferences  etc.  arranged  by  Regional  or  National  Councils  (e.g.  several 
regional  meetings  in  the  USA ; annual  consultations  in  Germany ; Philippines, 
1963  ; New  Zealand  and  Great  Britain,  1964  ; East  Asia,  planned  for  1966).  This 
is  a development  to  be  welcomed  and  to  be  used  to  the  full  for  the  benefit  of  our 
worldwide  operations.  In  preparation  for  the  Montreal  Conference,  contributions 
on  various  of  its  topics  were  also  sought  from  30-40  study  groups  across  the 
world,  and  some  of  these  contributions  appeared  among  the  documents  of  the 
Conference.  If  such  groups  are  to  be  repeated,  and  even  multiplied,  it  must  be 
made  clear  through  what  channels  (National  Councils  or  WCC)  their  work  can  be 
made  available  to  others.  For  the  next  period  of  our  work  we  need  to  take  care- 
ful note  of  what  is  planned  regionally  and  nationally,  in  order  to  avoid  unnecessary 
overlapping  of  personnel  and  subject-matter ; to  offer  suggestions  for  studies 
and  to  send  reports  from  other  continents  and  countries  where  requested  ; and 
in  general  to  do  justice  to  the  different  needs,  methods  and  stages  of  theological 
development  in  different  parts  of  the  world.  Without  sacrificing  the  international 
collaboration  and  exchange,  which  is  at  the  very  heart  of  Faith  and  Order  work 
within  the  WCC,  we  should  certainly  discourage  the  illusion  that  that  work  is 
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simply  carried  on  by  a small  Department  operating  in  Geneva,  and  we  should 
mobilize  all  possible  resources  for  a “movement”  with  many  geographical  centres 
but  a single  aim.  Thus  it  may  be  asked  whether  there  has  yet  been  sufficient 
co-ordination  of  the  work  done  by  Faith  and  Order  secretaries  on  the  staff  of 
National  Councils  (or  acting  in  a part-time  capacity).  There  is  here  no  suggestion 
of  a uniform  pattern  controlled  from  Geneva,  but  simply  of  a greater  degree  of 
mutual  help  and  information.  How  can  closer  links  be  established,  and  what  is 
the  role  of  the  Commission  members  in  this  respect  ? 

In  connection  with  regional  work,  we  should  not  lose  sight  of  the  “Faith 
and  Order  lecturers”  scheme  which  was  first  mooted  at  Paris  in  1962  but  for  which 
we  have  not  yet  found  any  financial  resources  (it  is  hoped  to  interest  the  TEF  in 
co-operation  for  this  purpose).  The  idea  of  having  visitors  to  a certain  continent 
or  region  who  would  lecture  in  their  own  disciplines  at  colleges  and  seminaries 
and  would  also  have  time  to  speak  on  Faith  and  Order  matters  and  discuss  local 
problems,  over  a period  of  several  months,  has  much  to  commend  it.  Certainly 
it  could  accomplish  more  than  brief  staff  visits  from  Geneva.  If  money  should 
become  available  soon  for  this  project,  we  must  be  ready  with  lecturers  who  could 
initiate  it. 

(b)  The  relation  of  Faith  and  Order  to  church  union  negotiations.  The  con- 
nection of  this  with  (a)  above  is  evident.  The  number  of  churches  which  have 
entered  into  union  negotiations  is  constantly  increasing,  and  while  the  worldwide 
picture  therefore  becomes  much  more  complex,  there  are  at  the  same  time  many 
common  features  as  between  the  various  negotiations  and  Schemes  of  Union. 
This  suggests  two  things  : the  importance  of  co-ordination  and  exchange  of 
useful  information,  cp.  the  biennial  Survey  in  the  Ecumenical  Review  (see 
E.R.  for  July  1964)  and  the  three  sessions  on  church  union  questions  scheduled 
for  the  Aarhus  meeting  ; and  the  need  to  include  in  the  “general”  programme  of 
Faith  and  Order  such  problems  as  seem  particularly  urgent  in  union  negotiations. 
On  several  occasions,  union  committees  have  already  presented  certain  matters 
(e.g.  a study  of  the  diaconate)  to  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  for  help  ; and 
when  we  receive  invitations  to  send  consultants  to  church  union  committees  etc., 
it  is  important  to  look  for  the  best  qualified  representatives.  Our  whole  pro- 
gramme should  be  arranged  in  such  a way  that  it  “feeds  into”  the  work  of  union 
committees  in  their  respective  countries. 

(c)  The  greater  part  to  be  played  by  representatives  of  the  Orthodox  Churches. 
From  the  earliest  days  of  Faith  and  Order,  the  Orthodox  churches  have  made  a sub- 
stantial contribution  to  its  thinking,  all  the  more  useful  because  it  differed  in 
character  from  that  of  the  majority  at  world  conferences.  But  during  the  past 
two  or  three  years  the  Orthodox  have  been  involved  more  closely  and  on  a more 
considerable  scale  in  Faith  and  Order  discussions  than  ever  before,  and  among 
the  “non-Orthodox”  churches  also  there  is  an  increasing  desire  to  come  to  grips 
with  Orthodox  theology  and  spirituality  and  to  take  them  seriously.  The  Consul- 
tation just  before  the  Montreal  Conference  made  an  extremely  promising  start. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  too  easy  (sometimes  for  reasons  of  geography  or  of  psy- 
chology) to  pay  lip-service  to  an  “East- West  dialogue”  rather  than  to  pursue 
it  vigorously.  Given  the  importance  which  the  Orthodox  themselves  have  always 
attached  to  Faith  and  Order,  the  programme  of  the  latter  is  a good  test  for  our 
claim  to  be  truly  in  dialogue.  We  need  to  be  aware  of  this  necessity  (and  of 
the  present  opportunities)  both  in  our  general  programme  and  in  the  setting  up 
of  particular  study  commissions. 
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(d)  The  establishment  of  more  contacts  with  Protestant  Evangelicals.  The 
plea  is  sometimes  made  within  our  constituency  that  Faith  and  Order  should  not 
become  an  exclusively  “High  Church  affair”  — and  this  plea  is  a legitimate  one 
in  an  ecumenical  movement.  In  the  preparations  for  Montreal  an  attempt  was 
made  to  obtain  some  critiques  of  our  Theological  Commission  reports  from 
Conservative  Evangelical  groups,  and  a few  valuable  replies  were  received.  Behind 
the  individuals  and  groups  who  co-operate  with  us  in  this  way  stand  many  who 
are  aloof  from  the  WCC  or  even  hostile  to  it,  and  whose  whole  theological  method 
is  radically  different  from  that  of  most  Faith  and  Order  meetings.  This  fact,  and 
the  frequent  difficulty  of  establishing  effective  contact,  should  not  induce  us  to 
forget  the  considerable  world  of  theological  scholarship  existing  among  Conser- 
vative Evangelicals. 

(e)  The  impact  of  new  schools  of  thought  in  academic  theology.  Here  it  is 
good  to  remember  (by  way  of  example)  the  Bishop  of  Bristol’s  warning  at  Montreal 
against  “theological  parochialism”,  and  the  fact  which  later  became  plain  in  the 
Conference  : that  Faith  and  Order  had  hitherto  paid  too  little  attention  to  his- 
torical biblical  research.  The  reports  of  the  Theological  Commissions  were 
strongly  criticized  by  exponents  of  this  type  of  exegesis,  and  it  became  evident 
that  the  use  of  Scripture  in  ecumenical  conversations  requires  more  clarification 
than  it  has  yet  received.  For  this  reason,  Faith  and  Order  welcomed  the  request 
of  the  Division  of  Studies  to  undertake  a study  of  hermeneutical  methods  on  its 
behalf,  and  the  first  consultation  connected  with  this  study  was  held  at  Bad 
Schauenberg,  near  Basel,  in  May  1964.  Part  of  the  task,  and  a by  no  means 
inconsiderable  one  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  WCC,  is  to  bridge  the  gap  of 
incomprehension  which  sometimes  divides  church  leaders  from  academic  theolo- 
gians today  — and  in  this  respect  the  differences  over  biblical  exegesis  which  we 
have  mentioned  are  only  an  example,  not  an  isolated  instance.  There  is  a service 
here  which  Faith  and  Order  could  at  least  attempt  to  render. 


* * 


* 


These  remarks  must  suffice  to  show  the  enlarged  sphere  of  work  which  the 
Faith  and  Order  movement  faces  today.  If  all  these  requirements  are  to  be 
met  at  all  adequately,  a larger  and  more  flexible  programme  is  needed  than  we 
have  previously  known.  It  is  very  likely  that  international  theological  commissions 
will  still  be  needed  in  future,  in  order  to  try  to  formulate  an  ecumenical  consensus 
on  Faith  and  Order  questions.  But  in  addition  the  present  needs  indicate  more 
bilateral  conversations  between  groups  which  represent  strikingly  divergent  atti- 
tudes and  convictions  in  theology.  And  we  may  expect  that,  quite  often,  problems 
will  arise  which  are  best  dealt  with  at  special  consultations.  This  is  to  mention 
only  the  types  of  meeting  which  have  traditionally  been  organized  from  Geneva  ; 
it  does  not  take  account  of  the  many  other  openings  for  national  and  local  initia- 
tive, which  we  have  already  hinted  at  in  (a)  above.  There  it  may  be  possible, 
e.g.,to  include  theologians  from  outside  the  membership  of  the  WCC  on  a much 
more  considerable  scale  than  in  small  “world”  commissions.  Thus  it  is  important 
to  arrange  the  Faith  and  Order  programme  in  such  a way  as  to  leave  room  for 
great  flexibility  of  method.  (See  Sections  4 and  5 of  this  chapter  below.) 


10 


2.  CONVERSATIONS  WITH  THE  ROMAN  CATHOLIC  CHURCH 


Nothing  has  yet  been  said  about  working  tog*ether  with  Roman  Catholic 
theologians,  but  everyone  is  aware  of  many  signs  — the  presence  of  Roman 
Catholic  observers  at  our  conferences  (and  of  several  members  of  our  Commission 
as  observers  at  the  Second  Vatican  Council),  their  active  participation  in  the 
debates  at  Montreal  and  carefully  written  analyses  afterwards,  etc.,  etc.  — that 
we  have  the  opportunity  of  an  altogether  new  kind  of  partnership  with  them  in 
Faith  and  Order  studies.  While  the  Vatican  Council  is  still  in  session,  it  is  too 
soon  to  say  definitely  what  form  the  relations  of  the  WCC  with  the  Roman  Church 
will  assume,  but  various  possibilities  can  already  be  envisaged.  Roman  Catholic 
theologians  could  be  invited  to  take  a regular  part  in  the  work  of  individual  study 
commissions.  A special  mixed  theological  commission  might  be  formed,  with  the 
task  of  taking  up  particular  problems  which  arise  out  of  the  dialogue  with  Rome 
and  of  giving  help  and  stimulus  to  the  many  local  groups  that  are  springing  up 
across  the  world.  The  decision  on  method  must  wait  awhile,  because  the  Secre- 
tariat for  Unity  cannot  take  any  steps  before  the  promulgation  of  the  Decree  on 
Ecumenism  ; but  we  ourselves  should  be  ready  to  grasp  any  opportunity  for 
closer  co-operation. 

In  addition  to  the  meeting  held  at  Rummelsberg,  Germany,  in  July  1964 
under  the  auspices  of  the  WCC  General  Secretariat  to  discuss  relations  with  Rome, 
there  remains  the  possibility  of  that  Faith  and  Order  consultation  requested  by 
the  Central  Committee  at  Rochester  in  1963  : a meeting  after  the  close  of  the 
Vatican  Council,  at  which  its  results  can  be  discussed  by  representatives  of  our 
member  churches. 


3.  THE  THEMES  WHICH  CONCERN  THE  FAITH  AND  ORDER  MOVE- 
MENT 

The  Constitution  defines  the  task  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  as 
follows  : “To  proclaim  the  essential  oneness  of  the  Church  of  Christ  and  to  keep 
prominently  before  the  World  Council  and  the  churches  the  obligation  to  manifest 
that  unity  and  its  urgency  for  world  mission  and  evangelism  ; to  study  questions 
of  faith,  order  and  worship  with  the  relevant  social,  cultural,  political,  racial 
and  other  factors  in  their  bearing  on  the  unity  of  the  Church”  etc.*  This  limita- 
tion is  important  and  salutary.  For,  just  at  a time  when  there  is  so  much  talk 
about  unity,  a body  is  needed  in  the  ecumenical  movement  which  applies  itself 
resolutely  to  the  theological  problems  that  arise  in  connection  with  the  unity  of 
the  Church,  even  if  this  involves  the  exclusion  of  some  other  questions.  This  aim 
must  be  borne  in  mind  also  in  future.  Themes  must  be  selected  whose  importance 
for  the  unity  of  the  People  of  God  is  evident. 

The  question  then  arises,  which  theological  themes  are  excluded  from  discus- 
sion in  Faith  and  Order,  as  defined  in  the  Constitution  ? Where  does  the  limit 
lie  ? Is  it  possible  to  draw  a clear  distinction  between  themes  of  a general  theolo- 
gical nature  and  themes  related  to  the  unity  of  the  Church  ? Does  not  the  study  of 
church  unity  lead  on  to  themes  of  a general  theological  nature  ? And  are  not  general 
themes  indirectly  concerned  with  the  unity  of  divided  Christendom  ? The  state- 
ments in  the  Constitution  therefore  should  not  lead  too  hastily  to  a limitation  of 

* See  p.  98  ff.  below. 
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the  themes  subjected  to  theological  discussion  in  Faith  and  Order.  This  is  espe- 
cially important  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  general  development  of  the  conversa- 
tion seems  to  call  for  an  extension  of  the  themes. 

The  discussion  about  the  nature  of  the  Church  at  Montreal  involved  consider- 
able difficulties.  It  became  evident  that  very  great  difficulties  still  exist,  and  that 
even  the  consensus  which  seemed  to  have  been  reached  on  the  reports  of  the 
Theological  Commissions  could  not  yet  receive  practical  expression.  The  Section 
which  dealt  with  the  reports  came  to  the  conclusion  that  no  further  progress 
could  be  made  until  questions  of  a more  general  character  had  been  clarified.  The 
Section  recommended  that  a study  be  undertaken  on  the  relation  between  creation 
and  redemption.  At  first  sight  the  problem  has  little  to  do  with  the  unity  of  the 
Church.  Nevertheless  in  the  opinion  of  the  Section  it  ought  to  be  tackled  precisely 
for  the  sake  of  church  unity.  The  Section  did  not  think  that  a general  theological 
discussion  should  be  started  about  creation  and  redemption,  but  it  thought  that 
further  study  of  this  question  was  necessary  in  order  to  deepen  the  consensus  on 
ecclesiological  questions,  and  the  conclusions  of  three  other  Sections  pointed  in 
the  same  direction.  It  remains  to  give  sufficient  precision  and  “cutting  edge”  to 
such  a study  for  the  specific  purposes  of  Faith  and  Order.  (See  report  of  Committed, 
P-  43  f) 

4.  THEOLOGICAL  METHOD 

After  the  Third  World  Conference  at  Lund  it  was  often  said  that  the  com- 
parative method  in  conversation  is  inadequate  ; those  taking  part  in  the  discussion 
should  rather  endeavour  to  reach  a new  understanding  of  the  relation  between 
Christ  and  his  Church  ; by  examining  this  central  question  they  would  also  see 
their  traditional  differences  in  a new  light.  During  the  years  between  the  Lund 
and  Montreal  Conferences  this  method  was  followed,  with  some  success.  Study 
of  the  relation  between  christology  and  ecclesiology,  for  instance,  helped  to 
throw  light  on  the  question  of  baptism,  which  would  never  have  been  possible  by 
the  comparative  method.  The  results  were  so  encouraging  that  the  method  should 
be  applied  to  other  subjects.  On  the  other  hand,  the  discussions  at  Montreal  have 
shown  that  the  approach  suggested  at  Lund  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  only  method 
of  Faith  and  Order.  It  is  in  line  with  the  remarks  on  “flexibility”  above  that  a 
diversity  of  method  should  be  regarded  as  appropriate  to  a diverse  programme 
of  studies. 

5.  ORGANIZATION 

Up  to  the  present  the  work  has  as  a rule  been  organized  from  one  “world 
conference”  to  the  next.  The  study  of  special  theological  problems  has  been 
entrusted  to  international  commissions.  These  were  asked  to  draw  up  a report 
which  could  be  submitted  to  a world  conference  of  Faith  and  Order,  and  the  con- 
ference then  discussed  it.  This  method  has  undoubtedly  had  certain  advantages. 
When  a group  of  theologians  co-operate  for  years  on  end  it  is  possible  for  them 
to  grow  together  into  a fellowship  and  to  examine  the  problem  really  together. 
But  it  also  has  serious  disadvantages.  A period  of  ten  years  is  too  long ; it  is 
extremely  difficult  to  do  continuous  work  over  such  a long  period.  During  the 
course  of  years  many  of  the  members  drop  out  and  have  to  be  replaced  by  others. 
Results  which  seem  to  have  been  achieved  once  have  to  be  examined  all  over  again. 
The  tension  within  the  commission  tends  to  flag  when  the  findings  of  the  conver- 
sations have  to  be  summed  up  in  a report.  The  reports  which  were  presented  to 


12 


the  World  Conference  at  Montreal  were  not  the  best  fruits  of  the  Commissions  in 
all  cases.  The  fact  that  theologians  in  general  cannot  participate  in  the  work  of 
the  Theological  Commissions  also  means  that  a world  conference  is  not  adequately 
prepared  to  discuss  the  reports  properly.  The  delegates  sent  by  the  churches 
are  not  necessarily  prepared  to  face  the  problems  in  the  terms  used  by  the  Theo- 
logical Commissions.  If  the  reports  are  really  to  be  representative  in  character 
they  must  be  discussed  beforehand  in  a broader  group  of  theologians. 

It  seems  that  the  best  way  to  overcome  the  drawbacks  of  our  previous  system 
is  to  seek  to  entrust  greater  responsibility  to  all  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission,  not  only  to  those  engaged  in  particular  theological  commissions. 
It  may  be  that  another  world  conference  will  be  organized  when  the  time  is  ripe, 
but  meanwhile  we  should  not  plan  the  work  primarily  with  a view  to  the  “Fifth 
World  Conference’’.  Rather  should  it  be  planned  to  accord  with  the  rhythm  of 
the  triennial  meetings  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  Every  three  years 
the  study  commissions  should  present  their  reports  (with  as  much  in  the  way 
of  agreed  and  well-formulated  “findings”  as  possible)  to  the  FOC,  which  would 
then  be  responsible  for  discussing  them  and  passing  them  on  to  the  churches  if  it 
considers  the  reports  ready  for  this  purpose.  In  cases  where  further  study  is 
necessary,  the  FOC  would  likewise  make  recommendations  for  future  work.  Thus 
some  study  commissions  might  complete  their  work  in  three  years,  while  others 
would  continue  for  one  or  even  two  more  periods. 

The  problem  of  passing  on  the  fruits  of  Faith  and  Order  studies  to  the  churches 
is  one  which,  once  again,  engages  the  whole  Commission.  It  was  for  this  reason 
that  the  staff  prepared  a questionnaire  for  the  Aarhus  meeting,  designed  to  elicit 
information  on  what  channels  were  already  open  between  Commission  members 
and  the  official  bodies  (and  the  general  public)  of  their  respective  churches.  On 
both  sides  there  have  been  frequent  complaints  that  “Faith  and  Order  work  does 
not  get  through  to  the  churches”.  If  such  complaints  are  to  be  met,  we  need  to 
consider  the  opportunities  for  speeches,  lectures,  articles  in  newspapers  and 
periodicals,  where  they  are  likely  to  have  some  impact  on  the  churches  ; but  most 
of  all  on  the  publication  and  distribution  of  Faith  and  Order  reports  and  other 
materials  — with  the  financial  questions  which  these  processes  invariably  raise. 
The  WCC  Assembly  is  an  obvious  occasion  for  the  registering  of  theological 
progress  and  problems  as  Faith  and  Order  has  experienced  them  since  the  previous 
Assembly,  and  it  is  essential  to  take  advantage  of  it  in  order  to  speak  to  the  member 
churches  of  the  WCC  and  to  the  world  at  large.  The  New  Delhi  statement  on 
unity  is  an  encouraging  example  of  Assembly  approval  and  publicity.  True,  an 
Assembly  which  only  takes  place  every  6-7  years  cannot  be  the  only  organ  of  com- 
munication for  Faith  and  Order.  But  the  preparation  of  succinct  theological 
statements  for  the  consideration  of  the  delegates  could  help  greatly  to  give  shape 
to  the  Assembly  and  material  to  the  member  churches. 

However  the  work  is  organized,  it  is  a necessary  presupposition  that  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  should  be  prepared  to  take  on  more  work  in  future. 
Membership  of  the  Commission  would  no  longer  merely  mean  attending  one 
meeting  every  three  years.  The  members  of  the  Commission  would  have  to 
undertake  to  co-operate  as  intensively  as  their  other  duties  permitted.  With  the 
members  of  their  churches  they  would  have  to  study  and  discuss  the  papers 
presented  to  them  by  the  study  commissions  sufficiently  carefully  to  be  really 
in  a position  to  comment  upon  them.  The  functions  of  the  Faith  and  Order 
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Commission  would  be  so  important  that  it  might  be  necessary  to  hold  longer 
meetings.  Consultants  who  are  experts  on  the  subjects  under  discussion  would 
have  to  be  invited  to  the  meetings. 

The  working  methods  adopted  so  far  were  at  the  same  time  insufficiently 
centralized  and  insufficiently  decentralized.  The  majority  of  the  commissions 
consisted  of  two  or  three  sections,  representing  different  continents.  The  draw- 
back about  these  was  that  the  commissions  were  not  in  a position  to  present  a 
unified  report  to  the  World  Conference,  and  the  great  number  of  reports  produced 
made  it  necessary  to  draw  up  working  papers  at  the  last  moment  to  serve  as  a basis 
for  discussion.  At  the  same  time,  division  into  two  or  three  sections  was  not 
sufficient  to  ensure  a wide  range  of  participation.  This  inadequacy  was  felt 
when  preparing  for  the  World  Conference  at  Montreal,  and  two  years  before  the 
Conference  (rather  late  in  the  process)  attempts  were  therefore  made  to  create 
regional  study  groups.  The  disadvantages  of  the  system  hitherto  employed  might 
be  overcome  by  forming  an  international  study  commission  (at  any  rate  for  certain 
themes)  charged  with  working  out  a report  as  a basis  for  discussion  for  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  At  the  same  time,  however,  this  study 
commission  could  serve  as  a centre  for  different  national  and  regional  study 
groups  ; and  their  reports  would  then  be  incorporated  in  the  final  report  that 
was  presented  to  the  Commission. 

Lastly,  careful  attention  must  be  paid  to  the  form  in  which  the  reports  are 
drafted,  and  due  time  allowed  for  editorial  work  before  publication.  Of  course, 
their  form  will  depend  on  their  theme,  and  it  is  therefore  impossible  to  envisage  a 
single  and  standard  form  for  the  reports  to  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission. 
But  it  is  obvious  that  theses  in  which  every  word  has  been  carefully  discussed 
and  weighed  are  more  suitable  for  discussion  (both  in  the  Commission  and  in 
the  member  churches)  than  general  considerations  about  a problem.  So  it  is  sug- 
gested that  some  reports  should  consist  of  two  parts,  the  first  presenting  carefully 
formulated  theses,  while  the  second  gives  explanations  of  a more  general  nature. 


6.  GENERAL  WORK,  STUDY  COMMISSIONS,  AND  THE  USE  OF  STAFF 

In  order  to  review  the  responsibilities  of  both  Commission  and  staff  members, 
it  may  be  useful  here  to  list  briefly  those  activities  which  come  under  the  heading 
of  “general  work”  as  distinct  from  study  commissions.  They  include : 

(a)  The  Week  of  Prayer  for  Christian  Unity  : preparation  of  the  leaflet,  arran- 
gement for  translations,  correspondence  with  National  Councils,  receiving 
reports  of  observance,  etc. 

(b)  Promotion  of  “Faith  and  Order  thinking”  : lectures,  writing,  editing,  etc. 

(c)  “Placing”  of  various  studies  : with  regional  or  national  bodies,  university 
faculties,  local  study  groups,  individual  students  from  Bossey  and  else- 
where ; 

(d)  Correspondence  with  church  union  committees  and  visits  as  requested; 

(e)  Tours  of  different  continents  ; delegations,  e.g.  to  USSR  and  Rumania  ; 
visits  to  Roman  Catholic  centres ; 

(f)  Ad  hoc  consultations,  sometimes  in  conjunction  with  other  Departments 
of  the  WCC,  often  on  the  initiative  of  Faith  and  Order. 
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To  these  may  be  added  the  regular  responsibilities  of  WCC  staff  with  regard 
to  the  Central  and  Executive  Committees,  the  Staff  Executive  Group,  the  various 
regional  and  other  Working  Parties,  and  the  Division  of  Studies  as  a whole  ; and 
administrative  and  financial  functions  on  behalf  of  our  own  Commission  and  its 
Working  Committee. 

About  theological  study  commissions  it  is  not  necessary  to  say  much  here, 
as  they  are  referred  to  several  times  in  other  parts  of  the  document.  But  it  may 
be  advisable  to  recall  at  this  juncture  the  importance  of  obtaining  commission 
officers  who  will  be  able  to  devote  a reasonable  amount  of  time  to  Faith  and  Order 
matters  ; of  watching  very  carefully  the  balance  of  geographical  and  confessional 
representation  within  commissions  ; and  of  keeping  the  Geneva  staff  closely  enough 
in  touch  with  the  commissions’  progress  (where  possible,  giving  each  staff  member 
particular  responsibility  for  one  or  more  commissions). 


7.  PUBLICATIONS 

The  subject  of  publications  (which  is  receiving  intensive  study  in  the  WCC  as  a 
whole,  since  the  appointment  of  a Publications  Secretary  in  September  1963)  is 
too  large  to  cover  in  a short  paragraph.  We  simply  recall  here  the  main  ways  in 
which  Faith  and  Order  material  has  hitherto  been  published,  and  mention  two 
suggestions  for  the  future.  Members  of  the  Commission  may  have  other  ideas 
for  the  “tidying  up”  and  promotion  of  our  publications. 

(a)  The  Ecumenical  Review  has  carried  a great  deal  of  such  articles  in 
recent  years. 

(b)  Conference  reports  : New  Delhi,  Montreal,  etc. 

(c)  Theological  journals  and  periodicals  in  different  countries  : we  already 
owe  much  to  the  help  of  Foi  et  Vie,  Verbum  Caro,  Okumenische  Rund- 
schau, Encounter  and  Mid-stream  — to  mention  only  a few.  For  many 
articles,  papers  and  speeches,  this  seems  the  best  method  of  distribution. 

(d)  Occasional  publications , usually  but  not  always  in  the  Faith  and  Order 
numbered  paper  series : Bible  Studies,  papers,  Concerning  the  Ordi- 
nation of  Women,  etc. 

(e)  The  Bulletin  of  the  Division  of  Studies  : Study  Encounter  at  present 
undergoing  radical  replanning  by  the  Acting  Director  of  the  Division. 

Suggestions  for  the  future  : a series  of  monographs,  perhaps  published  in 
conjunction  with  The  Ecumenical  Review,  which  would  make  some  of  the  more 
substantial  Faith  and  Order  essays  more  easily  available  to  libraries  ; and  a short 
news-sheet,  on  the  lines  of  the  American  Trends  (or  even  promoting  the  latter,  in 
English-speaking  areas  at  least). 

Languages  : Faith  and  Order  attempts  to  make  the  great  majority  of  its 
publications  (minutes  excepted)  available  in  English,  French  and  German  — which 
involves  us  in  considerable  expenditure  of  time  and  money.  The  problem  of  ade- 
quate translation  into  (and  from)  other  languages  remains  a very  hard  one,  which 
can  only  receive  even  a partial  solution  with  the  help  of  Commission  members 
from  the  language  groups  concerned. 
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MINUTES  OF  PLENARY  SESSIONS 


SUNDAY  16  August  1964 

OPENING  SESSION 

In  the  chair  : Professor  P.  S.  Minear. 

The  Chairman  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  4.40  p.m.,  and  invited  Professor 
Schlink  to  open  the  meeting  with  prayer. 

In  his  introduction  the  Chairman  explained  briefly  the  reasons  which  had  led 
to  the  decision  to  separate  the  full-length  Commission  meeting  from  the  Fourth 
World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order  held  the  previous  year  at  Montreal.  In  the 
first  place,  those  responsible  for  the  planning  of  the  World  Conference  had  been 
anxious  not  to  overload  its  programme,  and  secondly,  it  was  also  felt  desirable 
to  allow  a year’s  interval  for  further  reflection  before  setting  up  the  study  pro- 
gramme. He  reminded  the  Commission  of  its  five  main  functions  as  set  out  in  the 
Constitution,  as  the  frame  of  reference  within  which  their  work  was  to  be  done. 

After  expressing  appreciation  of  the  work  of  the  Faith  and  Order  staff  through- 
out the  past  year,  Professor  Minear  then  reported  that,  after  the  proposal  to 
amend  the  Constitution  to  permit  the  appointment  of  up  to  four  Vice-Chairmen 
had  been  accepted  by  the  Central  Committee  at  Rochester  last  year,  the  name  of 
Principal  J.  R.  Chandran  had  been  proposed  as  a third  Vice-Chairman.  During 
the  past  year  the  Working  Committee  had  been  circularized  by  post,  and  this 
proposal  had  received  unanimous  support. 

Accordingly,  the  proposal  to  nominate  Principal  Chandran  was  formally 
proposed  and  seconded,  and  received  unanimous  approval;  and  Principal  Chan- 
dran then  took  his  place  with  the  other  officers  on  the  rostrum. 

The  Chairman  reported  that  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  was  represented 
by  members  from  44  countries,  representing  82  churches  ; and  10  % of  its  members 
came  from  churches  which  were  not  members  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 
He  then  invited  the  Executive  Secretary  to  call  the  roll.  Mr.  Rodger  called  the 
names  of  all  present,  and  reported  that  among  the  apologies  for  absence  received 
were  those  from  Metropolitan  Chrysostomos  of  Myra  (Ecumenical  Patriarchate), 
one  of  the  Commission’s  Vice-Chairmen,  and  from  Pastor  Hamel,  Dr.  Jacob  and 
Dr.  Krusche,  of  the  German  Democratic  Republic. 

After  welcoming  the  members  present,  the  Chairman  reported  that  two 
members  of  the  Commission  had  died  since  its  last  meeting  in  1960  — Canon 
R.  R.  Hartford  of  the  Church  of  Ireland,  and  Pastor  J.  Ralambomahay  of  the 
Evangelical  Church  of  Madagascar.  After  those  present  had  observed  a short 
moment  of  silence,  Pastor  Rakotoarimanana  offered  a brief  prayer. 

The  Chairman  then  reported  the  Commission’s  deep  regret  that  it  had  not 
been  possible  to  hold  the  present  meeting  in  Cyprus  as  had  originally  been  intended, 
and  asked  for  prayers  for  all  the  people  of  Cyprus  in  their  present  grievous  situa- 
tion. At  the  same  time  he  expressed  gratitude  to  the  Church  of  Denmark  and 
to  the  University  of  Aarhus,  which  had  invited  the  Commission  at  relatively  short 
notice,  and  had  gone  to  much  trouble  to  prepare  for  the  meeting.  He  then  called 
upon  the  Very  Rev.  Jorgen  Bogh,  Dean  of  Aarhus  Cathedral,  to  speak. 
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The  Dean,  on  behalf  of  the  Bishop  and  Diocese  of  Aarhus,  welcomed  the 
Commission,  and  expressed  the  Bishop’s  regret  at  being  unable  to  be  present 
in  person.  In  greeting  the  Commission,  he  gave  a brief  explanation  of  the  relation- 
ship between  the  State  and  the  Danish  Folk  Church.  Although  administered  by 
the  State,  it  could  not  be  called  a “state  church”,  but  was  a true  “folk  church” 
in  the  sense  that  all  but  a very  small  percentage  of  the  population  belonged  to  it ; 
and  even  though  relatively  few  were  regular  churchgoers,  there  was  general  good- 
will towards  the  Church.  Thus  he  was  able  to  bring  greetings  and  good  wishes 
from  many  Christian  people  in  the  country  as  a whole,  for  the  success  of  the  Com- 
mission’s meeting  and  its  work  in  Aarhus. 

The  Chairman,  in  thanking  the  Dean  for  his  message,  also  expressed  apprecia- 
tion to  Dr.  J.  M.  Aagaard  as  chairman  of  the  local  committee  in  Aarhus  for  all 
the  work  that  had  been  done  in  making  the  local  arrangements  for  the  meeting. 
He  then  invited  Dr.  W.  A.  Visser ’t  Hooft,  General  Secretary  of  the  WCC,  to 
address  the  Commission. 

Dr.  Visser ’t  Hooft  took  as  his  theme  a consideration  of  Faith  and  Order’s 
task  in  the  quest  for  the  unity  of  the  Church.  He  recalled  how  the  work  of  Faith 
and  Order  had  proceeded  from  an  early  belief  that  theological  differences  might  be 
relatively  quickly  overcome,  to  a clearer  understanding  of  the  depth  of  the  issues 
which  had  to  be  faced.  It  was  therefore  necessary  that  the  Faith  and  Order  pro- 
gramme should  have  two  main  emphases  held  in  “dialectical  tension”  with  each 
other.  On  the  one  hand  it  had  to  stimulate  thorough  study  of  fundamental  doc- 
trinal issues  to  help  the  churches  understand  one  another  more  profoundly ; and 
on  the  other  hand  it  must  also  deal  with  the  question  of  how  best  to  help  the 
churches  to  advance  towards  unity  at  the  present  time. 

In  considering  the  second  part  of  this  task  more  fully,  Dr.  Visser  ’t  Hooft 
referred  to  the  recommendations  of  the  Lund  report,  and  thought  that  far  more 
could  be  done  by  Faith  and  Order  towards  helping  the  churches  “to  act  together 
in  all  matters  except  those  in  which  deep  differences  of  conviction  compel  them 
to  act  separately”.  Although  full  church  union  was  indeed  the  goal  of  the  ecumen- 
ical movement,  there  were  still  many  ways  in  which  churches  could  live  and  work 
together  before  that  final  aim  was  reached.  For  example,  such  subjects  as  comity 
agreements,  transfer  of  members,  pulpit  fellowship,  common  evangelism,  co- 
operation in  theological  education,  inter-communion  etc.,  were  all  issues  upon 
which  far  more  could  be  done  in  the  realm  of  both  study  and  action  ; and  one  of 
the  tasks  of  Faith  and  Order  should  be  to  give  greater  attention  to  such  preliminary 
expressions  of  unity.  For  although  the  churches  maintained  their  autonomy, 
nevertheless  their  participation  in  the  ecumenical  movement  implied  a genuine 
commitment  on  their  part  in  the  search  for  unity. 

Another  important  development  upon  which  Dr.  Visser ’t  Hooft  commented 
in  closing  was  the  growth  of  regional  Faith  and  Order  work.  This  was  of  great 
importance,  since  the  churches’  situation  varied  very  greatly  from  one  continent 
to  another,  and  thus  with  the  new  regional  structure  it  would  become  possible 
to  deal  far  more  intensively  with  the  specific  problems  of  each  continent. 

EVENING  SESSION 

In  the  chair : Principal  J.  R.  Chandran 

The  Chairman  opened  the  meeting  at  8.15  p.m.,  and  after  expressing  personal 
thanks  for  his  election  as  a Vice-Chairman  of  the  Commission,  called  upon  the 
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Research  Secretary,  Dr.  Lukas  Vischer,  to  present  his  paper  on  “The  Faith  and 
Order  Movement  at  the  Beginning  of  a New  Period”.* 

Dr.  Vischer’s  address  began  with  a review  of  the  present  situation,  and  of  the 
new  elements  in  it.  In  particular  he  stressed  the  enormous  growth  of  the  move- 
ment, although  he  regretted  the  comparative  lack  of  participation  by  conservative 
Evangelicals.  The  entry  of  further  large  Orthodox  churches  into  the  WCC  in  1961 
had  created  new  possibilities  for  thoroughgoing  discussion,  and  it  was  also  clear 
that  Roman  Catholics  would  be  taking  an  increasingly  large  part  in  Faith  and 
Order  work.  But  the  movement  had  not  merely  expanded  : it  was  also  finding 
that  it  had  to  concern  itself  with  particular  questions  posed  by  churches  which 
were  involved  in  union  negotiations.  Thus  Faith  and  Order  had  “an  immense 
pastoral  responsibility”  to  see  that  its  work  was  not  dissipated  in  general  dialogue 
and  discussion,  but  was  designed  to  bring  specific  and  durable  results.  He  there- 
fore asked  for  a much  greater  commitment  and  fixity  of  purpose  : study  commis- 
sions should  be  given  clearer  and  more  definite  mandates,  and  reports  should  be 
presented  in  the  clearest  possible  form,  in  order  to  be  of  most  help  to  the  churches. 
“Clarity  is  a pastoral  duty”.  Dr.  Vischer  also  suggested  that  reports  should  be 
directed  to  and  through  the  Commission,  rather  than  to  great  world  conferences, 
in  order  to  reach  the  churches  more  quickly ; and  also  that  Faith  and  Order 
work  should  be  carried  on  not  only  by  theological  commissions  but  also  through 
bilateral  conversations  and  regional  conferences.  There  was  also  a real  need  for 
the  World  Council  to  set  up  its  own  institute  for  ecumenical  research. 

Turning  to  the  question  of  the  themes  which  called  for  discussion  today, 
Dr.  Vischer  stressed  that  only  through  common  attention  to  the  basic  theological 
presuppositions  upon  which  the  whole  life  and  doctrine  of  the  Church  is  built, 
would  it  be  possible  to  go  on  to  the  consideration  of  the  specific  questions  standing 
in  the  way  of  the  reunion  of  particular  separated  churches.  Among  such  basic 
questions  were  : “How  are  we  to  think  of  the  relationship  between  God’s  creating 
and  redeeming  activity  ?”,  “What  are  the  consequences  of  our  doctrine  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  for  our  doctrine  of  the  Church  ?”,  “What  principles  of  interpretation 
guide  us  when  we  study  the  Scriptures  together?”.  Thus  proposals  would  be 
put  before  the  Commission  for  studies  on  “Creation  and  Redemption”,  on 
“Spirit,  Order  and  Organization”  and  on  “The  Ecumenical  Significance  of  the 
Hermeneutical  Problem”.  But  these  basic  general  themes,  though  important, 
could  not  be  the  only  subjects  of  study  : it  was  also  necessary  to  take  up  some 
of  the  specific  questions  which  today  were  causing  difficulties  in  church  union 
negotiations,  such  as  the  Eucharist,  the  nature  of  the  ministry,  the  revision  of 
educational  materials,  the  diaconate,  etc.  It  was  important  to  remember  that 
the  two  groups  of  studies  should  be  understood  as  complementary. 

In  his  closing  words,  Dr.  Vischer  stressed  the  fact  that  theological  work 
could  have  meaning  for  the  churches  only  insofar  as  it  was  supported  by  a living 
movement.  The  increasing  observance  of  the  Week  of  Prayer  for  Christian 
Unity,  and  the  responsibility  taken  by  the  Faith  and  Order  Department  in  pre- 
paring for  it,  might  thus  be  found  to  lie  at  the  heart  of  its  whole  work. 

In  the  discussion  which  followed  Dr.  Vischer’s  paper.  Bishop  Sigg  raised  the 
question  of  relations  with  conservative  Evangelicals.  Dr.  Vischer  explained  the 


* For  full  text,  see  Mid-stream,  vol.  IV.  2,  February  1965. 
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difficulties  involved  in  attempts  to  “organize”  such  contacts,  and  said  that  it 
seemed  best  to  attempt  to  encourage  discussion  groups,  and  arrange  informal 
meetings.  A meeting  last  year  with  the  praesidium  of  the  Evangelical  Alliance  in 
Europe  had  led  to  improved  contacts  ; but  he  stressed  that  this  was  one  of  the 
main  points  at  which  help  was  needed  from  individual  members  of  the  Commis- 
sion working  in  their  own  areas.  Professor  Hardy  asked  Dr.  Vischer  to  what 
extent  it  would  be  possible  to  find  “solutions”  to  some  of  the  great  problems  he 
had  raised  in  his  speech  : many  of  these  were  problems  which  could  only  be  dis- 
cussed, not  solved.  In  reply,  Dr.  Vischer  suggested  that  even  if  they  could  only 
be  discussed  until  it  was  possible  to  go  no  further,  that  was  in  itself  a type  of 
“solution”. 


MONDAY  17  August  1964 

MORNING  SESSION 

In  the  chair  : Professor  P.  S.  Minear 

The  Chairman  opened  the  meeting  at  9.15  a. m.  and  called  upon  the  Executive 
Secretary,  the  Rev.  P.  C.  Rodger,  to  introduce  Parts  II  and  III  of  the  staff 
preparatory  memorandum,  which  had  previously  been  circulated  to  all  participants. 
Mr.  Rodger  reminded  the  Commission  that  Part  II  listed  in  detail  the  various 
subjects  which  had  been  proposed  for  future  study,  and  that  Part  III  contained 
the  suggestions  made  for  undertaking  those  which  seemed  the  most  important  and 
relevant,  as  amended  after  preliminary  consultation  with  the  Working  Committee. 
If  the  Commission  were  in  general  agreement  with  this  outline,  it  was  proposed 
to  divide  the  participants  in  the  present  meeting  into  five  committees,  four  of 
which  would  deal  with  the  main  studies  proposed  : Creation  and  Redemption ; 
Christ  and  the  Ministry ; The  Eucharist ; and  Spirit,  Order  and  Organization ; 
and  the  fifth,  the  General  Programme  Committee,  to  consider  the  remaining 
studies  and  the  important  question  of  finance.  He  reminded  the  Commission 
of  the  danger  of  being  led  by  the  overwhelming  number  of  fascinating  possibilities 
open  on  all  sides  to  dissipate  the  available  energies  and  resources,  so  that  nothing 
was  done  to  help  the  churches  in  the  realization  of  the  unity  which  God  willed 
for  them  ; and  he  stressed  on  the  other  hand  the  importance  of  a realistic  assess- 
ment of  what  was  possible  with  the  available  resources  of  time  and  money. 

A general  discussion  then  ensued  on  the  memorandum  as  a whole,  and  points 
were  raised  on  Dr.  Vischer’s  address  as  well.  Professor  Skydsgaard  felt  that 
the  main  thing  that  was  lacking  from  the  programme  as  it  stood  was  a basic  dis- 
cussion on  what  was  really  meant  by  “unity”.  Many  erroneous  conceptions  of 
what  unity  meant  were  to  be  found  at  the  present  time  ; and  it  was  necessary 
to  have  a much  more  profound  conception  of  unity  than,  for  example,  that  put 
forward  in  the  Pope’s  recent  encyclical  Ecclesiam  Suam,  or  even  in  the  New 
Delhi  Statement.  We  were  too  unilateral  in  our  conception  of  unity,  and  lacked 
the  dimension  of  the  “hiddenness”  of  God.  Would  it  not  be  possible  to  have  a 
theological  study  of  the  concept  of  unity,  so  that  in  the  rest  of  our  work  we  should 
not  be  a prey  to  false  ideas  about  it  ? 
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This  proposal  received  strong  support  from  Professor  Meyendorff,  Professor 
Thomas,  and  other  members,  some  of  whom  also  suggested  ways  in  which  this 
concern  could  find  a place  in  the  other  studies.  Professor  Samuel  thought  that 
the  question  would  be  brought  out  very  clearly  in  the  study  on  the  Councils  of  the 
early  Church.  Dr.  Vischer,  in  expressing  appreciation  of  Professor  Skydsgaard’s 
suggestion,  also  pointed  out  that  the  concern  to  reach  a deeper  understanding 
of  unity  was  inherent  in  the  programme  as  a whole.  Progress  in  the  further  under- 
standing of  unity  was  more  likely  when  studied  in  new  and  different  aspects,  and 
was  implied  in,  among  others,  the  “Creation  and  Redemption”  study,  the  study 
on  Israel  and  the  Church,  and  in  the  hermeneutical  discussion.  Thus  one  could 
say  that  this  theme  of  the  nature  of  unity  was  basic  to  the  whole  programme. 

Several  speakers  expressed  anxiety  about  the  choice  of  the  subject  Creation 
and  Redemption  — Professor  Bridston  because  he  thought  it  not  sufficiently 
relevant  to  the  needs  of  present-day  churches  concerned  with  union  negotiations  ; 
Professor  Florovsky,  Archbishop  Alexis  and  Professor  Schlink  because  they 
felt  the  subject  to  be  far  too  comprehensive  to  be  dealt  with  at  any  depth.  But 
Principal  Chandran  considered  that,  on  the  contrary,  this  study  would  be  extre- 
mely relevant  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  churches  in  India  as  they  worked 
towards  union,  since  they  needed  to  be  brought  into  a closer  relationship  with  the 
present  work  of  Christ  in  the  world.  Professor  Wingren  suggested  that  the 
criticism  of  those  who  thought  the  theme  too  general  might  be  met  if  the  Creation 
and  Redemption  study  were  also  to  be  allied  to  the  proposed  study  of  unity,  and 
also  emphasized  the  world  outside  the  Church.  He  also  asked  for  further  informa- 
tion concerning  the  Division  of  Studies  project  on  the  Finality  of  Christ  in  an 
Age  of  Universal  History,  so  that  the  Commission  could  more  easily  see  in  what 
way  the  Creation  and  Redemption  study  could  fit  in.  Professor  Schlink  agreed 
with  Professor  Wingren,  and  urged  that  Creation  and  Redemption  should  not 
be  considered  as  a main  theme,  but  rather  as  a “theological  horizon”  for  the  other 
themes.  Professor  Schweizer  considered  that  strong  Orthodox  participation  in 
this  study  would  help  to  bring  about  a deeper  understanding  of  the  Orthodox 
concept  of  the  Church,  and  that  this  would  be  of  great  value  on  the  general  discus- 
sion of  ecclesiological  problems. 

There  was  much  support  for  the  proposed  study  on  the  Councils  of  the  early 
Church.  Bishop  Sarkissian  considered  that  this  study  would  be  very  relevant 
for  the  present  time,  especially  in  connection  with  the  question  of  the  nature  of 
authority,  which  was  one  of  the  most  significant  problems  underlying  church  union 
difficulties.  Professor  Arndt  agreed,  and  thought  the  problem  of  authority  could 
also  be  discussed  in  connection  with  the  study  on  Creation  and  Redemption. 
Mr.  Norgren  asked  whether  the  question  of  primacy,  which  was  one  of  great  impor- 
tance in  connection  with  the  discussions  with  Roman  Catholics,  should  not  also 
be  discussed  in  the  study  on  Councils.  Professor  Florovsky  suggested  that  the 
work  on  the  early  Councils  should  include  a general  study  of  the  conciliar  process, 
which  would  be  very  valuable ; and  Dr.  Vischer  agreed.  Archbishop  Alexis 
thought  that  the  study  of  the  early  Councils  would  help  in  deepening  the  under- 
standing of  the  nature  of  unity,  and  thus  partly  answer  the  question  raised  by 
Professor  Skydsgaard. 

Professor  Miguez-Bonino  raised  the  important  question  of  the  place  of  the 
study  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  programme.  He  stressed  that  such  study  would  be 
the  point  at  which  Evangelicals  would  be  most  prepared  to  participate,  and  it 


20 


would  also  be  relevant  for  work  with  Roman  Catholics.  But  it  seemed  that  both 
in  the  study  on  Creation  and  Redemption  and  in  the  study  on  Spirit,  Order  and 
Organization,  where  consideration  of  the  Holy  Spirit  would  appear  most  relevant, 
this  point  had  not  been  sufficiently  brought  out,  and  he  suggested  that  both  these 
studies  should  be  revised  in  the  appropriate  committees  with  this  in  mind.  He 
received  strong  support  from  Professor  Schlink,  who  said  that  one  of  the  main 
criticisms  which  had  been  raised  against  recent  Faith  and  Order  work  was  the 
fact  that  it  dealt  so  little  with  the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  This  element  had 
been  lacking  in  the  work  of  the  Commission  on  Christ  and  the  Church  in  the 
period  between  Lund  and  Montreal.  He  felt  that  this  was  a weakness  of  modern 
Protestant  theology  in  general  — for  both  Luther  and  Calvin  had  held  a far 
richer  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit. 

Both  Fr.  Borovoy  and  Professor  Konidaris  considered  the  problem  of  the 
nature  of  the  Church  and  its  catholicity  to  be  the  basic  question  underlying  the 
programme.  Professor  Konidaris  also  asked  Dr.  Yischer  whether  anything  had 
come  of  the  suggestion  made  at  Montreal  that  a permanent  Orthodox/non- 
Orthodox  commission  be  formed.  In  reply,  Dr.  Vischer  said  that  no  permanent 
commission  had  been  set  up.  There  was  a Patristic  Study  Group  consisting  of 
Orthodox  and  other  patristic  scholars.  It  did  however  seem  that  the  Orthodox 
contribution  to  Faith  and  Order  work  would  be  better  made  by  having  strong 
Orthodox  representation  on  all  study  commissions,  rather  than  by  confining  them 
to  a special  commission. 

Professor  Reid  recalled  the  great  interest  aroused,  not  only  at  Montreal, 
but  even  among  local  church  groups,  by  the  question  of  Scripture  and  Tradition, 
and  urged  that  this  subject  should  not  be  overlooked  in  planning  the  future 
programme. 

Mr.  Ross  asked  to  what  extent  the  Commission  was  bound  by  the  Montreal 
decisions,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  some  of  the  most  important  questions  which 
were  emerging  from  the  present  discussion  had  not  been  brought  up  at  Montreal. 
Mr.  Rodger  replied  that  the  Commission  was  not  bound  by  the  Montreal  Con- 
ference recommendations,  but  that  the  latter  ought,  of  course,  to  be  given  careful 
consideration.  The  World  Conference  had  no  more  than  an  important  advisory 
function,  but  many  who  had  been  at  Montreal  were  members  of  the  Faith  and 
Order  Commission. 

After  some  further  discussion  on  procedure,  it  was  then  agreed  to  transmit 
the  programme  to  the  Steering  Committee,  which  would  report  that  evening. 
A list  of  proposed  members  of  the  Steering  Committee  was  agreed,  as  follows  : 
Professor  Minear,  Professor  Schlink,  Principal  Chandran,  Bishop  Tomkins, 
Professor  Sittler,  Professor  Greenslade,  Bishop  Hazim,  Professor  Meyendorff, 
Dr.  Taylor,  Bishop  Emilianos,  Mr.  Handspicker,  Mr.  Hayward,  Mr.  Rodger, 
Fr.  Verghese,  Dr.  Vischer,  Dr.  Visser ’t  Hooft. 


AFTERNOON  SESSION 

In  the  chair  : Principal  J.  R.  Chandran 

The  Chairman  opened  the  meeting  at  4.30  p.m.  and  introduced  Professor 
J.  D.  McCaughey  who  gave  an  address  on  “Church  Union  in  Australia”. 

* For  full  text,  see  Mid-stream,  vol.  IV.  2,  February  1965. 


21 


Most  of  the  questions  raised  in  the  ensuing  discussion  concentrated  on  the 
Australian  scheme’s  proposal  for  a ministry  which  would  include  an  episcopate 
on  the  pattern  of  the  Church  of  South  India.  Professor  Nelson  asked  how  this 
proposal  had  come  about ; and  Mr.  Ross  asked  whether  the  suggestion  to  seek 
the  episcopate  at  the  hands  of  the  CSI  rather  than  from  the  Church  of  England  in 
Australia  was  intended  to  reconcile  those  who  were  opposed  to  the  doctrine 
of  apostolic  succession.  Professor  Me  Caughey  explained  that  it  was  important  to 
understand  that  the  approach  to  the  CSI  was  by  no  means  an  attempt  “to  get  the 
apostolic  succession”  ; the  Australian  committee’s  special  interest  in  the  CSI 
was  because  the  latter  had  faced  very  similar  problems,  such  as  the  question  of 
uniting  churches  of  widely  differing  polities.  It  was  also  felt  that  this  close  contact 
with  the  CSI  would  be  an  expression  of  the  Australians’  desire  to  be  linked  in  a 
realistic  way  with  the  world- wide  Church,  and  particularly  with  the  Church  in 
Asia,  to  which  Australia  was  bound  by  geographical  ties.  This  was  necessary 
to  avoid  the  danger  of  becoming  no  more  than  “an  Australian  sect”.  Until 
recently  the  Church  of  England  in  Australia  (which  had  only  just  obtained  its 
own  autonomy  and  constitution)  had  not  been  able  to  take  part  in  the  union 
discussions  ; and  to  have  had  one  of  their  bishops  present  at  the  consecration  of  the 
bishops  for  the  new  uniting  church  would  have  had  no  significance,  and  would  have 
merely  been  an  example  of  that  separation  of  the  function  of  the  episcopate  from 
the  life  of  the  church  as  a whole  which  they  expressly  wished  to  avoid.  In  answer 
to  Professor  Nelson’s  further  question  as  to  whether  the  scheme  provided  any 
alternative.  Professor  McCaughey  also  explained  that  a minority  group  in  the 
negotiating  committee  had  suggested  that  it  would  be  preferable  to  go  into  the 
question  of  episcopacy  after  the  union  had  taken  place. 

Professor  Reid,  in  expressing  the  Church  of  Scotland’s  interest  in  these  nego- 
tiations, also  commented  on  the  scheme’s  use  of  the  terms  “bishop”,  “presbyter” 
and  “deacon”.  Was  there  not  a danger  in  using  such  theologically  “loaded” 
terms  at  the  present  time  ? Professor  McCaughey  said  that  the  scheme  made  it 
clear  that  there  was  basically  only  one  order  of  ministry,  but  that  within  that  order 
the  church  was  free  to  distinguish  different  functions  and  to  name  them  accord- 
ingly. In  answer  to  a question  from  Principal  Champion  concerning  the  congre- 
gation, he  said  there  was  much  rethinking  to  be  done  at  the  local  level  concerning 
the  congregation,  with  more  stress  on  its  function  of  service  to  the  world. 

Among  further  questions,  Bishop  Sigg  asked  about  relations  with  the  world 
confessional  bodies  to  which  the  respective  churches  belonged,  and  Mr.  Rodger 
wondered  whether  there  was  not  a danger  in  the  scheme’s  tending  to  be  too  “theo- 
logically impeccable  ”.  He  also  stressed  the  importance  of  ensuring  that  there 
was  adequate  spiritual  and  theological  education  of  the  people  in  the  churches. 
Professor  McCaughey  told  Bishop  Sigg  that  draft  reports  had  been  sent  to  the 
theological  committees  of  the  appropriate  world  confessional  bodies,  and  much 
helpful  comment  had  been  received.  He  agreed  with  Mr.  Rodger  regarding  the 
importance  of  education,  and  said  that  as  rather  lengthy  legal  processes  were  neces- 
sary before  the  union  could  come  about,  this  gave  a useful  opportunity  for  prepa- 
ration. It  seemed  that  time  was  in  any  case  on  the  side  of  the  scheme,  since  oppo- 
sition to  it  came  almost  exclusively  from  older  people. 

After  thanking  Professor  McCaughey,  the  Chairman  adjourned  the  meeting. 
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EVENING  SESSION 


In  the  chair : Professor  P.  S.  Minear 

The  meeting  opened  at  8.15  p.m.  and  the  Chairman  reported  on  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  Steering  Committee  with  regard  to  the  Commission’s  subse- 
quent procedure  at  the  meeting  (see  p.  21  above). 

The  Steering  Committee  recommended  : 

(1)  that  the  Commission  approve  the  plan  for  the  division  of  the  Commission 
into  five  committees ; 

(2)  that  of  the  four  study  projects  assigned  to  these  committees  none  should 
be  considered  as  a main  theme  for  future  studies  as  a whole  ; 

(3)  that  these  four  study  projects  should  be  treated  only  as  a segment  of  the  pro- 
gramme of  future  studies  as  a whole  (attention  is  called  to  other  studies  as  outlined 
in  the  staff  memorandum)  ; 

(4)  that  all  four  committees  give  careful  attention  to  the  whole  range  of  comments 
made  in  the  morning’s  plenary  discussion  ; 

(5)  that  the  following  specific  requests  be  made  : 

(a)  To  Committee  I on  Creation  and  Redemption,  that  it  focus  upon  the 
implications  of  its  theme  for  a more  profound  understanding  of  the  nature  of 
unity ; 

(b)  To  Committee  II  on  Christ  and  the  Ministry,  that  it  include  in  its  assignment 
a consideration  of  the  relation  of  the  Holy  Spirit  and  the  Ministry  ; 

(c)  To  Committee  IV  on  Spirit,  Order  and  Organization,  that  it  give  primary 
and  central  attention  to  the  work  of  the  Holy  Spirit ; 

(d)  To  Committee  V,  the  General  Programme  Committee,  that  it  consider, 
as  an  important  part  of  its  assignment,  the  best  ways  for  continuing  the  work 
that  led  to  the  New  Delhi  Statement  on  Unity ; the  need  for  a written  preamble 
or  foreword  which  would  indicate  the  rationale  and  correlation  of  all  Faith  and 
Order  studies  ; and  the  need  for  some  small  group,  in  the  years  following  this 
Commission  meeting,  to  be  made  specially  responsible  for  continuing  corre- 
lation of  the  studies  of  the  various  projects,  perhaps  under  some  central  theme 
such  as  “The  Holy  Spirit  and  Unity”. 

Professor  Hardy  proposed  the  acceptance  of  these  recommendations,  and  the 
motion  was  seconded  and  carried. 

The  Chairman  then  introduced  The  Rev.  Victor  Rakotoarimanana,  who 
gave  an  address  on  “Le  Probleme  des  negotiations  d’union  en  Afrique  vu  par  un 
pasteur  malgache”.*  At  the  close  of  his  address,  the  Chairman  thanked  the 
speaker,  and  said  there  would  be  an  opportunity  for  questions  at  the  following 
day’s  session. 


TUESDAY  18  August  1964 

MORNING  SESSION 

In  the  chair : Dr.  Colin  Williams 

This  session  took  the  form  of  a panel  discussion  on  problems  of  Christian 
unity.  The  following  members  composed  the  panel : The  Rev.  G.  G.  Beazley,  jr.. 
Principal  J.  R.  Chandran,  Dr.  Ellen  Flesseman-van  Leer,  and  Professor  J.  Meyen- 
dorff. 

* For  full  text  in  English,  see  Mid-stream,  vol.  IV.  2,  February  1965. 
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In  opening  the  discussion,  the  Chairman  took  as  their  point  of  departure 
the  New  Delhi  Statement’s  concept  of  unity  at  the  local  level  and  its  implications 
for  the  life  of  the  Church  as  a whole,  combined  with  the  question  raised  by  Dr. 
Vischer  in  his  paper  as  to  whether  “locality”  had  not  been  given  too  much  atten- 
tion. 

Dr.  Flesseman  said  that  in  her  experience  the  problem  of  ecumenical  work 
at  the  local  level  was  not  that  it  was  too  difficult,  but  that  it  was  so  terribly  easy  : 
ordinary  lay  people  usually  did  not  see  the  difficulties,  which  seemed  to  them  to  be 
fabricated  by  ministers  and  theologians.  After  a time,  co-operation  became  part 
of  the  routine  and  seemed  quite  dull. 

This  brought  several  comments.  Dr.  Williams  suggested  that  local  unity 
should  not  be  separated  from  renewal,  without  which  it  solved  nothing.  Prin- 
cipal Chandran  said  this  problem  also  came  up  in  India,  now  that  the  CSI  was 
engaged  in  discussions  with  the  Lutherans.  To  what  extent  was  it  possible  for 
people  living  in  areas  where  there  were  no  Lutherans  to  become  concerned 
about  problems  which  did  not  touch  them  directly?  The  same  was  true  of  a 
country  like  Indonesia  where  over  large  tracts  of  country  the  Christians  were 
all  of  one  denomination.  Dr.  Williams  suggested  that  joint  action  for  mission 
was  a point  at  which  co-operation  should  prove  possible,  and  Dr.  Gonzalez 
agreed,  saying  that  it  was  only  on  this  basis  that  it  was  possible  to  do  much 
ecumenical  work  in  Latin  America.  But  Principal  Chandran  pointed  out  that 
in  India  he  often  found  that  although  co-operation  was  to  be  found  in  secular 
fields  of  various  sorts,  church  co-operation  for  mission,  which  was  really  essential 
in  a predominantly  non-Christian  area,  was  difficult  to  obtain.  Church  unity  was 
too  often  regarded  as  irrelevant  because  of  a lack  of  understanding  on  the  part 
of  many  people  about  the  full  implications  of  their  Christian  life.  Christian  life 
meant  growth,  not  merely  adaptation  to  a new  situation.  Mr.  Beazley  agreed, 
and  said  that  indifference  to  unity  reflected  indifference  to  the  Gospel,  which  was 
a common  feature  of  our  culture. 

Professor  Lampe  said  that  intercommunion  was  a potent  means  of  grace 
and  could  help  greatly  in  bringing  about  union.  But  it  presupposed  commitment 
to  union,  and  he  suggested  that  part  of  the  problem  experienced  by  Mrs. Flesseman 
with  regard  to  co-operation  at  the  local  level  might  have  been  because  a true 
commitment  was  lacking.  This  would  seem  to  suggest  that  local  communities 
should  not  be  too  quick  to  jump  ahead  of  the  denominations  in  the  country  as  a 
whole.  Professor  Winterhager  recalled  the  sufferings  of  the  German  church  and 
pointed  out  how  external  pressures  were  sometimes  a factor  which  brought 
churches  together.  He  paid  tribute  to  the  value  of  intercommunion  in  such 
circumstances. 

Professor  Bridston  thought  that  part  of  the  problem  of  unity  at  the  local  level 
was  the  fact  that  the  bodies  involved  in  church  union  were  hard  to  identify. 
Could  we  say  for  example  what  a denomination  was  in  theological  terms  ? Our 
present  theology  was  not  adequate  to  deal  with  such  problems.  This  raised  the 
question  of  the  nature  of  the  Church,  and  how  it  was  possible  to  identify  it. 
Professor  Meyendorff  considered  it  essential  to  see  the  Church  as  existing 
historically  in  time  and  space,  but  Professor  Schweizer  felt  that  there  was  no 
guarantee  of  being  able  to  identify  the  Church  at  any  given  time  or  place  apart 
from  the  presence  of  the  Holy  Spirit. 

Finally,  Mr.  Adegbola  asked  what  “historicity”  could  be  considered  to  mean 
for  younger  churches,  particularly  in  areas  where  there  was  no  Christian  environ- 
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ment.  Even  among  older  churches  working  for  union,  as  in  Australia,  there  was 
a strong  desire  to  get  away  from  the  feeling  of  being  no  more  than  sectarian  out- 
posts of  the  established  churches. 

The  discussion  was  resumed  after  the  coffee  break,  and  some  further  questions 
relating  to  the  two  papers  given  the  previous  day  were  raised.  Professor  Wingren 
commented  that  in  the  Australian  scheme  as  described  by  Professor  McCaughey  it 
appeared  that  theologically  there  was  a remarkable  freedom  in  the  approach  to 
the  ministry,  which  would  be  approved  of  by  Lutherans.  Yet  despite  this,  it 
appeared  that  the  traditional  threefold  order  of  ministers  was  to  be  retained, 
and  he  wondered  why  this  should  be  so,  when  there  was  no  need  for  the  new  church 
to  be  committed  to  it.  Other  questions  concerned  Pastor  Rakotoarimanana’s 
address.  Professor  Gonzalez  asked  about  the  significance  for  the  present  African 
situation  of  the  early  fathers  and  the  ancient  churches  in  Africa,  which  had  not 
been  dealt  with  at  all  in  the  paper.  In  reply,  Pastor  Rakotoarimanana  reminded 
the  questioner  that  the  Malagasy  culture  differed  a good  deal  from  that  of  the 
African  mainland.  But  he  added  that  though  on  the  whole  there  was  little  refer- 
ence to  the  early  church  fathers  in  the  thinking  of  the  present-day  Malagasy  church, 
since  this  had  not  been  stressed  in  the  preaching  of  the  first  missionaries,  never- 
theless their  main  link  with  the  early  Church  and  its  members  was  the  same  as 
that  of  Christians  all  over  the  world  — that  they  lived  by  the  grace  of  Jesus 
Christ.  Bishop  Emilianos  pointed  out  that  the  Church  in  Ethiopia  which  maintain- 
ed unbroken  links  with  the  early  Church  had  avoided  the  Reformation  which  had 
affected  Western  Christianity,  and  that  younger  churches  which  did  not  wish  to 
inherit  Western  controversies  might  well  turn  to  it.  Brother  Thurian  wondered 
whether  the  Malagasy  churches  which  were  working  for  union  might  not  find 
it  valuable  to  think  out  a new  way  of  expressing  their  confession  of  faith,  rather 
than  retaining  traditional  terms.  He  also  questioned  whether  the  wholesale 
condemnation  of  ancestor-worship  was  altogether  wise  — Asian  experience  had 
shown  that  it  might  damage  missionary  work  in  the  long  run. 

Other  comments  stressed  the  importance  of  the  connection  between  mission 
and  unity.  Dr.  Rodriguez  cited  the  situation  in  America  where  out  of  a popu- 
lation of  7 million  Spanish-speaking  people  about  80%  had  no  connection  with 
the  Church,  and  only  a united  effort  among  Christians  could  hope  to  have  any 
impact.  Professor  Hinchliff  stressed  the  fact  that  mission,  like  unity,  was 
essentially  a gift  given  to  the  Church.  He  also  pointed  to  the  danger  that  churches 
might  be  forced  by  outside  pressures  into  a unity  that  was  not  based  on  theolo- 
gical foundations.  In  a relatively  new  country  like  South  Africa  which  tended  to 
be  isolated,  Faith  and  Order  could  best  help  by  sending  people  — not  paper  — 
to  help  in  the  finding  of  this  true  basis.  Professor  Beato  said  that  it  was  impor- 
tant to  remember  that  younger  churches  were  vitally  interested  in  what  happened 
to  their  mother  churches  in  Europe  or  America.  A union  between  two  or  more 
older  churches  could  have  important  consequences  for  the  younger  churches 
they  had  helped  to  found.  He  thought  that  in  negotiations  such  as  the  Ame- 
rican Consultation  on  Church  Union  there  should  be  representatives  from  the 
younger  churches  related  to  those  taking  part  in  the  discussion.  Professor 
Greenslade  reported  on  the  present  situation  regarding  the  Anglican/Methodist 
conversations  in  England,  and  considered  that  in  spite  of  many  difficulties  there 
was  much  interest  on  both  sides. 

There  were  also  some  comments  concerning  points  to  be  borne  in  mind  in 
future  study  work.  Dr.  West  observed  that  conservative  Evangelicals  took  little 
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part  in  church  union  discussions,  and  consequently  urged  that  more  should  be 
done  to  ensure  their  involvement  in  Faith  and  Order  work  : something  more  than 
initiative  on  the  part  of  individuals  was  required.  Professor  Lazareth  asked  for 
a more  trinitarian  emphasis  in  future  work ; while  Mr.  Hallencreutz  drew 
attention  to the  problem  of  confessionalism,  and  suggested  that  Faith  and  Order 
should  consider  this  question  in  ecclesiological  studies  and  conversations  with  the 
world  confessional  bodies.  A similar  question  was  raised  by  Professor  Hardy, 
who  asked  at  what  point  the  existence  of  friendly  but  separate  denominations 
became  wrong  (such  as  European  and  American  Anglicans  and  Old  Catholics  in 
Europe,  or  separate  overlapping  Orthodox  jurisdictions  in  the  USA).  There  was 
much  confusion  here,  and  it  should  not  be  impossible  to  do  something.  He  felt 
that  more  attention  should  also  be  paid  to  ecumenical  work  at  the  “intermediate” 
level  between  international  and  local  — i.e.  at  state  or  diocesan  level. 

AFTERNOON  SESSION 

In  the  chair : Professor  P.  S.  Minear 

The  session  was  devoted  to  an  address  by  Professor  Evdokimov  entitled 
“La  Nature”.* 

In  the  ensuing  discussion  Dr.  Aagaard  urged  that  people  should  not  be  too 
quick  to  express  disagreement  with  a paper  which  was  presented  in  such  an 
unfamiliar  form.  It  was  a challenging  paper,  and  yet  there  was  much  with  which 
it  was  possible  to  agree,  such  as  the  concept  of  man  as  “co-creator  with  God” ; 
and  it  should  not  be  too  hastily  dismissed  as  “not  evangelical”.  Professor  Joest 
agreed,  and  said  that  examples  could  be  cited  of  ideas  in  it  very  similar  to  those 
expressed  by  Luther.  Pastor  Rakotoarimanana,  however,  wondered  whether 
the  paper  did  full  justice  to  the  doctrine  of  sin. 

It  was  felt  that  further  discussion  on  the  paper  could  better  be  undertaken 
when  it  could  be  seen  in  context  with  the  other  two  papers  to  be  presented  on 
this  theme,  and  the  session  accordingly  adjourned. 

EVENING  SESSION 

In  the  chair  : Principal  J.  R.  Chandran 

The  session  was  devoted  to  an  address  by  Professor  G.  W.  H.  Lampe  on 
“The  New  Testament  doctrine  of  ktisis ”.** 

In  the  ensuing  discussion,  Professor  Meyendorff  noted  that  both  in  this 
paper  and  in  that  of  Professor  Evdokimov  there  was  a stress  on  the  role  of  man  in 
creation,  which  led  to  the  concept  of  his  responsibility  for  the  present  state  of  the 
world.  But  he  also  felt  that  both  papers  lacked  a sense  of  the  true  situation  in 
which  the  world  lives.  Death  was  a cosmic  reality  and  could  not  be  thought 
of  as  good.  No  picture  of  the  world  could  have  any  meaning  without  the  cross 
and  resurrection.  Professor  Romanides  found  the  paper  typical  of  Western 
exegesis  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament.  The  centre  of  theology  in  the  Old  Testa- 
ment was  the  Lord  of  glory  : Professor  Lampe’s  exegesis  was  too  man-centred. 
The  difference  between  the  Old  and  New  Testaments  was  not  so  much  at  the  level 
of  reconciliation  — there  was  already  a hint  of  this  concept  in  the  Old  Testament  — 
but  the  establishment  of  the  Church,  against  which  the  gates  of  hell  could  not  prevail. 

* For  full  text  in  English,  see  Mid-stream,  vol.  IV.  2,  February  1965.  The  original 
French  text  is  to  be  published  in  Verbum  Caro,  1965. 

**  For  full  text  see  Mid-stream,  vol.  IV.  2,  February  1965. 
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WEDNESDAY 


19  August  1964 


MORNING  SESSION 


In  the  chair : Principal  J.  R.  Chandran 

The  session  was  devoted  to  a paper  by  Professor  Dantine  on  “Schopfung 
und  Erlosung.  Versuch  einer  theologischen  Interpretation  im  Blick  auf  das  gegen- 
wartige  Weltverstandnis.”* 

The  discussion  which  followed  dealt  not  only  with  Professor  Dantine’s  address, 
but  with  the  three  “Creation  and  Redemption”  papers  as  a whole. 

Professor  Niesel  wondered  whether  theology  was  really  competent  to  deal 
at  such  a level  with  scientific  problems,  but  Professor  Dantine  in  reply  said 
he  thought  that  despite  this,  theologians  were  bound  to  make  some  attempts  to 
grapple  with  such  questions.  There  was  an  equally  great  danger  in  taking  too 
narrow  a view  of  Christian  competence. 

Both  Professor  Wingren  and  Professor  Persson  commented  that  all  three 
papers  dealt  with  the  question  of  man’s  relationship  to  the  world,  and  thought 
that  the  study  should  focus  on  this  aspect.  But  Professor  Persson  also  noted 
that  the  papers  lacked  any  treatment  of  the  question  of  evil  in  the  world ; and 
both  Professor  Florovsky  and  Professor  Winterhager  agreed.  Professor 
Florovsky  also  added  that  although  Professor  Evdokimov  had  presented  an 
Eastern  view  of  the  question  of  Creation,  it  was  by  no  means  the  only  one,  and  in 
fact  had  something  in  common  with  certain  Western  theologians,  both  Roman 
Catholic  (e.g.  de  Chardin)  and  Protestant  (e.g.  Tillich).  The  old  conflict  between 
theologia  gloriae  and  theologia  crucis  had  still  to  be  resolved. 

Dr.  Smolik  appreciated  the  anthropological  approach  in  the  papers  of  Pro- 
fessors Lampe  and  Dantine ; and  thought  it  would  be  useful  in  dealing  with  the 
question  of  the  nature  of  unity.  Dr.  Khella  added  that  the  biblical  view  of 
creation  was  anthropocentric  because  of  its  basic  theocentricity,  and  the  main 
significance  of  this  approach  to  the  discussion  of  unity  lay  in  its  reminder  that 
unity  could  only  be  approached  christologically. 

Principal  Chandran,  while  expressing  appreciation  for  the  light  shed  by 
the  three  papers  on  the  question  of  Creation  and  Redemption,  wondered  never- 
theless whether  they  had  given  sufficient  consideration  to  the  question  of  judgment 
as  one  of  the  ways  of  dealing  with  evil  (e.g.  the  New  Testament  parable  of  the 
wheat  and  the  tares).  Was  there  a sense  in  which  the  unity  of  the  Church  was 
related  to  the  judgment  of  evil  in  the  world  ? Secondly,  he  considered  it  essential 
that  the  dialogue  on  Creation  and  Redemption  should  not  be  confined  merely  to 
those  within  the  Church,  but  should  be  carried  on  in  the  context  of  the  dialogue 
with  those  outside  it,  particularly  with  regard  to  those  of  other  faiths.  If  non- 
christian  interpretations  of  Creation  and  Redemption  were  taken  fully  into  consi- 
deration, the  dialogue  itself  would  be  a process  of  fulfilment  of  the  Church’s 
mission. 

* For  full  text  in  English  see  Mid-stream,  vol.  IV.  2,  February  1965.  The  original 
German  text  is  to  be  published  in  Kerygma  und  Dogma,  1965. 
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AFTERNOON  SESSION 


In  the  chair : The  Rt.  Rev.  O.  S.  Tomkins,  Bishop  of  Bristol 

This  session  was  given  to  reports  from  some  of  the  observers  at  the  Second 
Vatican  Council  and  was  conspicuous  for  careful  and  penetrating  evaluation. 
The  three  main  speakers  — Professor  Miguez-Bonino,  Professor  Skydsgaard 
( vice  Professor  Schlink,  who  was  ill),  and  Bishop  Sarkissian  ( vice  Fr.  Borovoy)  — 
stressed  the  immense  significance  of  what  was  being  attempted  at  the  Council. 
In  certain  aspects,  however,  expectations  seemed  to  have  somewhat  diminished 
following  the  promulgation  of  the  recent  encyclical  Ecclesiam  Suam. 

Professor  Miguez-Bonino  pointed  out  that  appraisal  could  be  fair  and  helpful 
only  if  it  were  done  in  terms  which  were  both  relevant  to  the  Council  itself  and 
also  theologically  valid  for  the  person  assessing.  A seriousness  concerning  the 
renewal  of  the  Church  had  been  evident  which  many  Protestant  confessional 
gatherings  lacked.  The  crucial  question  was  whether  renewal  was  being  sought 
for  the  sake  of  the  Roman  Church  itself,  or  sought  in  a wider  obedience  to  the 
demands  of  the  Gospel.  As  yet  the  situation  was  ambiguous.  He  further  posed 
the  question  raised  by  the  relationship  of  the  Pope  to  a Council  which  he  did  not 
regularly  attend ; was  the  Council  to  be  understood  through  the  Pope,  or  the 
Pope  through  the  Council  ? 

Professor  Skydsgaard  surmised  the  reasoning  which  may  have  lain  behind 
the  vision  that  led  Pope  John  XXIII  to  convene  the  Council ; on  the  one  hand 
he  must  have  seen  the  terrible  problems  of  the  modern  world,  and  on  the  other 
hand  the  powerlessness  of  the  Church,  if  it  continued  in  old  patterns  of  language 
and  action,  to  fulfil  its  mission.  Change  from  a static  and  metaphysical  way  of 
thinking  to  a dynamic  and  historical  one  could  only  be  slow,  but  if  it  were  to  gain 
ground,  it  would  be  incalculably  significant.  In  the  nature  of  the  case,  schemata 
adopted  by  the  Council  would  inevitably  be  compromises,  representing  a level 
lower  than  the  best  thinking  within  the  Roman  Church.  But  the  new  approach 
once  admitted,  it  would  be  realized  that  within  twenty-five  years  any  statements 
made  now  would  be  out  of  date.  It  had  been  a comfort  to  Protestant  observers, 
at  points  when  they  felt  depressed  about  what  was  happening  or  not  happening, 
to  realize  that  there  were  Roman  Catholic  brethren  who  had  similar  feelings. 
The  Council  had  in  fact  already  had  its  great  moments  of  listening  to  the  Holy 
Spirit  and  the  Scriptures,  of  penitence  and  of  openness.  But  the  Protestant 
churches  needed  to  ask  themselves  whether  they  had  enough  spiritual  force  to 
put  questions  to  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  at  the  present  time.  Many  of  the 
weapons  of  the  past  400  years  had  become  useless.  The  new  relationship  with 
Rome  demanded  great  qualities  from  the  churches  of  the  Reformation. 

Speaking  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  Eastern  Churches,  Bishop  Sarkissian 
stressed  that  impressions  should  be  only  provisional,  since  the  Council  itself 
was  still  in  the  making.  Although  all  could  rejoice  in  the  liturgical  reforms  which 
had  been  adopted,  these  concerned  mainly  the  church’s  internal  life,  and  nothing 
was  yet  determinative  of  new  relations  with  Rome.  Questions  regarding  the 
primacy  and  infallibility,  raised  but  not  wholly  settled  by  the  First  Vatican  Council, 
remained  without  any  fresh  answers.  Eastern  Orthodox  churches  could  not  think  of 
themselves,  either  theologically  or  historically,  as  “separated  brethren”  from 
Rome.  They  were  much  concerned  to  know  whether,  in  the  new  definitions  being 
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drawn  up  concerning  the  collegiality  of  the  episcopate,  the  Pope  was  to  be  regarded 
as  within  or  above  the  collegium.  The  recent  encyclical  Ecclesiam  Suam  appeared 
to  make  the  ecumenical  task  more  difficult.  Dialogue  with  Rome  was  important, 
but  it  was  essential  that  it  should  be  a dialogue  as  between  churches. 

Dr.  Vischer  pointed  out  that,  although  attention  had  so  far  been  concentrated 
upon  other  important  schemata,  ecclesiological  concerns  would  be  put  into  a 
somewhat  different  perspective  when  the  Council  came  to  discuss  the  famous 
“Schema  XIII”,  dealing  with  the  Church’s  relationship  to  the  world.  He  also 
warned  that  there  was  some  danger  of  the  Roman  Church’s  confusing  dialogue 
with  other  Christians  and  dialogue  with  the  world  at  large. 

Mgr.  Vodopivec,  one  of  the  two  Roman  Catholic  observers  attending  the 
Commission  meeting,  expressed  his  appreciation  of  the  excellent  reports  which 
had  been  given.  Some  Roman  Catholic  bishops  who  had  at  first  been  alarmed 
at  the  presence  of  observers  at  the  Vatican  Council  had  later  joined  in  gratitude 
for  their  presence  and  contributions.  There  was  a demand  for  more  accurate 
information  concerning  the  life  and  work  of  the  non-Roman  churches,  and  a 
new  “stream  of  human  sympathy”  towards  other  Christians.  Whatever  the  more 
immediate  results  of  the  Vatican  Council,  many  bishops  had  accepted  the  new 
line ; and  where  this  was  so,  clergy  and  laymen  would  be  disposed  to  follow 
readily. 

In  bringing  this  session  to  a conclusion,  the  Bishop  of  Bristol  not  only 
reminded  Commission  members  of  the  great  diversity  of  views  among  them- 
selves on  the  questions  raised,  but  called  for  a greater  concern  for  that  real  dia- 
logue in  which  each  party  accepted  the  other  as  he  was,  and  was  willing  through 
encounter  and  fellowship  in  the  Spirit  that  both  should  be  changed.  “The  ques- 
tions with  which  we  sincerely  challenge  others  recoil  upon  ourselves.” 

(Between  Thursday  20th  August  and  Sunday  23rd  August  the  participants 
worked  in  the  committees  to  which  they  had  been  allocated.) 


MONDAY  24  August  1964 

MORNING  SESSION 

In  the  chair : Professor  P.  S.  Minear 

(A  list  of  recommended  nominations  put  forward  by  the  Working  Committee 
for  filling  vacancies  on  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  and  Working  Committee 
was  distributed.) 

Dr.  T.  M.  Taylor  presented  the  report  of  Committee  V.B.  (see  p.  72  f.  for  text) 
which  dealt  with  the  general  programme  of  Faith  and  Order,  and  with  the  ques- 
tion of  finance.  The  report  was  read  through  and  discussed  extensively,  and  several 
amendments  were  suggested  and  agreed.  The  Commission  then  accepted  the 
report  as  amended. 

AFTERNOON  SESSION 

In  the  chair : Principal  J.  R.  Chandran 

The  Commission  first  dealt  with  two  recommendations  put  forward  by  the 
Working  Committee  as  a result  of  its  meeting  on  19  August  (see  p.  83). 
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1.  MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  COMMISSION 


That  the  Commission  recommend  to  the  Central  Committee  the  following 
persons  (subject  to  their  own  agreement  and  that  of  their  churches)  to  fill  vacan- 
cies in  the  membership  of  the  Commission  on  Faith  and  Order  (cf.  Constitution 
para.  5 (ii)) : 

Dr.  E.  Flesseman-van  Leer,  Netherlands  Reformed  Church 
(to  replace  Professor  H.  Berkhof,  resigned) 

Professor  G.  W.  H.  Lampe,  Church  of  England 
(to  replace  Professor  W.  O.  Chadwick,  resigned) 

Pastor  V.  Rakotoarimanana,  Eglise  Evangelique  de  Madagascar 
(to  replace  Pastor  J.  Ralambomahay,  deceased) 

Dr.  W.  M.  S.  West,  Baptist  Union  of  Gt.  Britain  and  Ireland 
(to  replace  Dr.  E.  A.  Payne,  resigned) 

Dr.  G.  O.  Williams,  Bishop  of  Bangor,  Church  in  Wales 
(to  replace  Canon  R.  R.  Hartford,  deceased). 


2.  MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  WORKING  COMMITTEE 


That  the  following  members  of  the  Commission  be  nominated  as  members 
of  the  Working  Committee  until  the  next  meeting  of  the  Commission  (cf.  Cons- 
titution para.  22) : 


Chairman  : The  Rt.  Rev.  O.  S.  Tomkins,  Bishop  of  Bristol 
Archpriest  V.  Borovoy  Professor  J.  R.  Nelson 

Principal  L.  G.  Champion  Professor  A.  C.  Outler 

Principal  J.  R.  Chandran  Professor  P.  E.  Persson 

Metropolitan  Chrysostomos  of  Myra  Principal  H.  Roberts 


Professor  N.  Chitescu 
Professor  E.  R.  Fairweather 
Professor  G.  Florovsky 
Professor  D.  W.  Hay 
Generalsuperintendent  G.  Jacob 
Professor  J.  D.  McCaughey 
Professor  R.  Mehl 
Professor  J.  Miguez-Bonino 


Bishop  K.  Sarkissian 
Professor  H.  A.  E.  Sawyerr 
Professor  E.  W.  L.  Schlink 
Professor  J.  A.  Sittler 
Professor  J.  E.  Skoglund 
Professor  K.  E.  Skydsgaard 
Professor  J.  Smolik 
Dr.  T.  M.  Taylor 


Both  these  recommendations  were  accepted,  and  it  was  agreed  that  they  should 
be  transmitted  to  the  WCC  Central  Committee  for  action  at  its  next  meeting 
at  Enugu,  Nigeria,  in  January  1965. 

The  Bishop  of  Bristol  expressed  the  Commission’s  thanks  to  Dr.  E.  A.  Payne 
and  Professor  G.  F.  Wingren,  who  had  both  given  valuable  service  as  members  of 
the  Working  Committee  since  the  Lund  Conference,  but  who  had  now  asked  to  be 
relieved  of  this  responsibility.  Dr.  Payne  had  also  been  a member  of  the  Commis- 
sion since  1948  and  his  wise  counsel  would  be  greatly  missed.  Happily  Professor 
Wingren  had  agreed  to  retain  his  membership  of  the  Commission  although  his 
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present  commitments  obliged  him  to  resign  from  the  Working  Committee.  The 
Bishop  then  formally  moved  a vote  of  gratitude  and  appreciation  to  these  two 
members,  which  was  unanimously  approved. 

The  Bishop  of  Bristol  then  introduced  the  report  of  Committee  V.A,  which 
dealt  with  the  general  conspectus  of  Faith  and  Order  studies.  He  explained  that 
his  sub-committee  had  been  asked  to  write  a kind  of  introduction  which  would 
set  the  plans  for  Faith  and  Order  work  in  their  context,  and  also  serve  as  a brief 
general  outline  to  answer  questions  about  Faith  and  Order’s  future  plans. 

A discussion  then  followed  which  dealt  first  with  the  question  of  finding 
sufficient  scholars  to  undertake  the  work  proposed,  and  the  extent  to  which 
such  a full  programme  could  be  carried  out.  It  was  explained  that  co-operation 
with  other  Departments  of  the  WCC  would  be  one  way  of  drawing  in  people  who 
had  not  previously  taken  part  in  Faith  and  Order  work.  The  question  of  methods 
of  study  was  also  raised.  Some  members,  among  them  Professors  Wingren  and 
Skydsgaard,  wondered  whether,  in  the  light  of  the  present  Constitution,  it  was 
legitimate  to  set  up  any  study  groups  other  than  full  theological  commissions. 
Others  however  felt  that  alternative  methods,  such  as  the  regional  study  groups 
linked  to  a small  central  commission  (as  proposed  for  the  studies  on  Creation 
and  Redemption  and  Spirit,  Order  and  Organization)  were  not  excluded  under 
the  present  terms  of  the  Constitution,  though  there  was  undoubtedly  a case  for  a 
revision  of  its  wording  to  allow  for  a greater  flexibility  in  the  use  of  different  study 
methods. 

In  the  discussion  of  the  proposed  study  of  educational  materials  (see  para.  9 
of  the  committee  report,  page  42),  Dr.  Taylor  put  forward  the  following  reso- 
lution : 

“The  Commission  on  Faith  and  Order  welcomes  the  joint  study  on  the 
revision  of  catechetical  and  educational  materials,  and  urges  those  engaged 
in  it  to  include  among  their  responsibilities  a review  of  textbooks  used  in 
church  instruction  at  all  levels  (e.g.  in  church  history,  dogmatics,  etc.)  with 
a view : 

“(1)  to  emphasizing  those  truths  which  Christians  hold  in  common ; and 

“(2)  to  ensuring  that  reference  therein  to  other  churches  and  confessions, 
and  to  Christians  of  other  persuasions,  should  avoid  those  biases  and  mis- 
representations which  too  often  characterized  the  polemics  of  an  earlier  day, 
and  that  such  references  should  accord  both  with  the  facts  and  with  that 
spirit  of  charity  which  ought  to  characterize  all  relations  and  witness  within 
the  larger  Christian  community. 

“The  same  policy  should  be  urged  upon  editors  of  church  publications.” 

It  was  agreed  that  this  resolution  should  be  formally  recorded  and  made  available 
to  those  engaged  in  the  proposed  study,  and  also  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
churches. 

It  was  agreed  to  leave  consideration  of  para.  5 of  the  report  until  after  the 
reports  of  Committees  I-IV,  dealing  with  the  main  studies,  had  been  considered 
in  plenary. 

The  report  was  then  approved,  with  certain  verbal  amendments,  and  trans- 
mitted to  the  Working  Committee  for  appropriate  action. 
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EVENING  SESSION 


In  the  chair  : Professor  P.  S.  Minear 

Professor  J.  A.  Sutler  presented  the  report  of  Committee  I on  “Creation, 
New  Creation  and  the  Unity  of  the  Church”  (see  p.  43  f.  for  full  text),  which  was 
read  through  and  discussed. 

Principal  Champion  questioned  the  development  of  thought  in  the  document 
as  a whole.  The  first  part  showed  an  awareness  of  the  radical  situation  confronting 
the  Church  at  the  present  time,  which  he  considered  should  lead  to  a study  of 
“frontier”  problems.  This  however  was  not  borne  out  by  the  suggestions  for 
“patterns  of  study”  given  later  in  the  document,  which  he  feared  might  lead  to  an 
evasion  of  the  issue  by  a “retreat  into  biblical  theology”.  He  considered  that 
Faith  and  Order  had  a special  responsibility  to  call  attention  to  this  important 
new  situation,  to  encourage  studies  in  this  “frontier”  area,  and  “to  plunge  into 
what  has  been  described  as  the  ‘jungle’  ”. 

The  Bishop  of  Bristol,  in  supporting  Principal  Champion,  stressed  that 
the  work  of  Faith  and  Order  had  to  be  organically  related  to  this  “frontier” 
work,  because  the  Christian  Church  in  its  divided  state  could  never  be  an  ade- 
quate instrument  for  such  work.  It  was  essential  for  Faith  and  Order  to  be  ready 
to  serve  the  Church  at  the  point  where  she  was  most  vulnerable  and  exposed. 

Various  proposals  for  amendments  to  the  wording  were  made,  and  the  report 
was  then  passed,  together  with  these  suggestions  and  a transcript  of  the  discussion, 
to  the  Working  Committee  for  appropriate  action. 

At  the  close  of  the  session  a book  which  had  been  autographed  by  the  officers 
of  the  Commission  was  presented  to  Dr.  Aagaard  in  gratitude  for  the  work  he 
had  done  as  convener  of  the  local  committee  at  Aarhus  which  had  done  so  much 
to  prepare  for  the  meeting. 


TUESDAY  25  August  1964 

MORNING  SESSION 

In  the  chair  : Principal  J.  R.  Chandran 

Professor  S.  L.  Greenslade  presented  the  report  of  Committee  II  on  “Christ, 
the  Holy  Spirit  and  the  Ministry”  (see  p.  47f.  for  text). 

In  the  discussion,  Dr.  Taylor  felt  very  strongly  that  future  progress  on  the 
question  of  ministry  and  ordination  could  only  be  made  if  the  work  were  set  in 
the  context  of  a study  of  the  New  Testament  and  the  Fathers  ; Professor  Schweizer 
asked  that  the  position  of  those  churches  which  did  not  practise  ordination  be 
borne  in  mind ; Professor  Meyendorff  was  anxious  that  the  question  of  the 
ministry  should  not  be  isolated  from  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  as  a whole ; 
Mr.  Rodger  suggested  that  any  study  groups  set  up  should  contain  lay  as  well 
as  ordained  members ; and  Professor  Reid  thought  that  a consideration  of  the 
relationship  between  function  and  office  should  be  an  important  part  of  the  study. 
Professor  Skydsgaard  suggested  that  a survey  should  be  made  amongst  priests 
and  pastors,  concerned  not  so  much  with  theory  as  with  the  practice  in  daily  life 
of  their  office  as  shepherds ; in  this  way  a more  profound  understanding  of  the 
function  of  the  ministry  might  be  reached. 
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Various  suggestions  for  minor  verbal  changes  were  also  made,  and  the  report, 
together  with  these  suggestions  and  a summary  of  the  discussion,  was  then  referred 
to  the  Working  Committee  for  appropriate  action. 

After  the  coffee  break,  the  session  was  resumed,  and  Bishop  Hazim  presented 
the  report  of  Committee  III  on  “The  Eucharist  — a Sacrament  of  Unity”  (see 
p.  54  f.  for  text). 

In  the  ensuing  discussion,  most  questions  centred  on  the  problem  of  the 
method  of  study.  Some  members,  among  them  Principal  George  and  Mr.  Ross, 
felt  that  the  more  flexible  study  methods  now  proposed,  in  which  the  short-term 
groups  set  up  reported  to  the  triennial  meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
rather  than  to  a world  Faith  and  Order  conference,  might  make  their  work  more 
difficult  to  disseminate  among  the  churches,  since  it  would  lack  the  publicity 
hitherto  provided  by  a world  conference.  Professor  Lazareth  thought  that  the 
main  disadvantage  in  the  past  had  been  that  not  all  members  of  the  Commission 
served  on  theological  commissions,  and  therefore  felt  that  they  had  relatively 
little  part  in  the  work  of  Faith  and  Order.  Dr.  Minear,  however,  said  that  the 
proposed  regional  groups  would  be  likely  to  give  far  more  opportunity  than  was 
previously  possible  for  Commission  members  to  participate ; and  Professor 
Hinchliff  added  that  such  groups  could  do  valuable  work  by  contributing 
insights  from  their  particular  situations  for  consideration  by  the  central  theolo- 
gical commission. 

With  regard  to  the  study  itself,  Dr.  Rodriguez  suggested  that  the  proposed 
study  guide  be  published  as  a booklet  in  a format  similar  to  Dr.  Vischer’s  Ye  are 
baptized,  as  it  could  then  be  used  on  a much  wider  scale  and  would  help  to  stimulate 
interest  in  Faith  and  Order  work  in  the  churches  at  large.  Principal  Champion 
thought  it  important  that  a place  be  found  in  the  study  for  a consideration  of  the 
relationship  between  word  and  sacrament,  and  of  the  place  of  the  Eucharist  in 
worship  as  a whole. 

Other  smaller  verbal  changes  were  also  proposed,  and  the  report,  together 
with  these  suggestions  and  a summary  of  the  discussion,  was  then  transmitted 
to  the  Working  Committee  for  appropriate  action. 


AFTERNOON  SESSION 

In  the  chair  : Principal  J.  R.  Chandran 

Professor  Meyendorff  presented  the  report  of  Committee  IV  on  “Spirit, 
Order  and  Organization”  (see  p.  58  f.  for  text).  Professor  Meyendorff  explained 
that  “order”  — the  empirical  form  in  which  the  Church  lives  — was  distinguished 
from  “organization”  in  that  the  latter  went  beyond  the  elements  of  church  order. 
Order  was  essential,  while  organization  was  something  that  should,  under  the 
guidance  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  be  always  liable  to  alteration. 

Many  of  the  points  raised  referred  to  the  proposals  in  para.  7 of  the  report. 
Dr.  Aagaard  urged  that  specific  mention  of  a study  on  the  WCC  should  be 
included  in  the  section  on  “larger  structures  of  church  life”  ; Professor  Sittler 
pointed  out  that  such  adjectives  as  “proper”  and  “normative”  could  not  really 
be  used  without  further  clarification  and  definition ; and  the  Bishop  of  Bristol 
thought  that  Roman  Catholic  collaboration  should  be  sought  in  as  many  as  pos- 
sible of  the  studies  to  be  undertaken.  Other  comments  concentrated  more  on  the 
nature  of  the  studies  themselves  : Professor  Bridston  considered  it  important  to 


33 


elaborate  new  methods  of  analysing  factors  which  erected  barriers  to  unity, 
since  these  often  defied  analysis  by  traditional  theological  categories ; Mr.  Ross 
and  Professor  Hardy  asked  that  certain  different  aspects  of  the  work  of  the  Holy 
Spirit  — e.g.  in  the  sacraments  — and  his  manifestation  in  such  forms  as  “speak- 
ing in  tongues”  be  investigated  ; while  Dr.  Moody  thought  further  consideration 
should  be  given  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the  Old  Testament. 

The  report,  together  with  a summary  of  the  comments  made,  was  then  referred 
to  the  Working  Committee  for  appropriate  action. 

The  work  on  the  main  studies  having  thus  been  completed,  para.  5 of  the 
report  of  Committee  V.A.  was  then  adopted  (see  p.  32). 

The  Commission  then  turned  to  other  business. 


CHURCH  UNION  NEGOTIATIONS 

Professor  Arndt  put  forward  the  following  proposal  for  consideration  by 
the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  : 

“The  conversation  between  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
meeting  at  Aarhus  who  are  involved  in  church  union  negotiations  brought 
to  light  a desire  for  a greater  degree  of  exchange  of  information  than  present 
means  of  communication  afford. 

“Therefore,  the  Commission  recommends  that  the  Working  Committee 
consider  the  feasibility  of  arranging  a consultation  on  church  union  at  the 
Ecumenical  Institute,  Bossey,  or  some  other  suitable  place ; and  that  those 
churches  especially  which  are  presently  engaged  in  union  negotiations  be 
invited  to  encourage  those  officially  involved  in  the  negotiations  to  participate 
in  the  consultation. 

“Among  the  matters  to  be  considered  the  following  are  suggested  : 

1)  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  various  approaches  to  church  union  ; 

2)  the  reasons  for  acceptance  or  rejection  of  various  formulae,  for  example, 
on  the  ministry ; 

3)  the  ways  in  which  provision  has  been  made  for  a more  inclusive  union ; 

4)  the  impact  of  church  union  on  the  relations  of  the  uniting  churches  to  other 
churches  to  which  they  are  confessionally  related.” 

Professor  Arndt  asked  that  this  proposal  be  discussed  by  the  Commission,  and 
suggested  that  if  general  approval  were  given  to  the  idea,  he  would  then  move 
that  the  proposal  be  put  before  the  Working  Committee  for  further  detailed 
consideration. 

The  matter  was  discussed  at  some  length.  Dr.  Stewart  thought  that  such  a 
consultation  would  be  useful,  but  even  more  valuable  in  the  long  run  would  be 
the  general  improvement  of  other  means  of  communication  and  sharing  infor- 
mation. A consultation  of  this  kind  should  be  regarded  as  only  one  means  of 
communication  among  others,,  and  therefore  might  not  justify  the  expense  of 
bringing  participants  from  long  distances.  Principal  Champion  wondered  whether 
such  a consultation  might  not  run  the  risk  of  seeming  to  put  pressure  on  those 
involved  in  union  negotiations.  Dr.  Vischer  said  that  it  had  been  intended  to 
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put  the  main  emphasis  on  theological  analysis  of  union  schemes  and  the  doctrinal 
formulations  they  contained  ; the  purpose  would  thus  be  rather  different  from 
a mere  exchange  of  information.  Principal  Chandran  agreed,  and  suggested 
that  the  staff  might  be  left  to  re-phrase  the  recommendation  : but  Mr.  Beazley 
thought  this  unwise,  as  it  might  thus  be  made  to  appear  that  the  meeting  was 
initiated  by  the  staff.  After  some  further  discussion,  the  proposal  was  remitted  to 
the  Working  Committee  for  further  attention. 

WEEK  OF  PRAYER  FOR  CHRISTIAN  UNITY 

Dr.  Vischer  reported  briefly  on  the  development  of  the  Week  of  Prayer 
over  the  last  few  years.  The  organization  was  now  a considerable  undertaking 
for  the  Department,  and  had  to  become  more  decentralized.  The  USA  office 
of  the  WCC  was  now  printing  its  own  English  edition  of  the  leaflet,  and  there 
were  further  reports  of  new  language  versions  from  several  countries  in  Asia  and 
Africa.  There  had  also  been  an  increase  of  interest  in  Orthodox  churches,  and 
the  leaflet  was  translated  into  Greek  for  the  first  time  last  year.  Plans  were  now 
being  made  for  Rumanian  and  Bulgarian  versions.  The  close  co-operation  with 
the  Association  Unite  Chretienne  at  Lyon,  under  the  direction  of  Abbe  Pierre 
Michalon,  had  led  to  joint  work  on  the  preparation  of  leaflets  which  could  be 
used  by  both  Catholics  and  “non-Catholics”  at  the  same  service.  Contact  had 
also  been  made  with  the  Evangelical  Alliance,  and  a meeting  between  the  European 
praesidium  of  the  Alliance  and  some  WCC  representatives  had  been  held,  at 
which  it  had  been  agreed  to  exchange  preparatory  materials.  In  Britain  the 
Evangelical  Alliance  had  transferred  its  observance  to  Pentecost.  Dr.  Vischer 
pointed  out,  in  answer  to  a questioner,  that  there  were  several  other  parts  of  the 
world,  particularly  in  the  southern  hemisphere,  where  it  had  been  found  more 
convenient  to  have  the  Week  of  Prayer  during  the  period  between  Ascension 
and  Pentecost,  so  that  the  German  churches  were  not  alone  in  this ; and  Pro- 
fessor McCaughey  suggested  that  there  should  be  a note  about  the  two  different 
dates  in  the  leaflet.  Dr.  Harms  pointed  out  that  by  transferring  the  observance  to 
Pentecost,  the  German  churches  could  no  longer  observe  the  Week  with  the 
Roman  Catholics ; but  Dr.  Vischer  said  there  was  a movement  in  the  Roman 
Church  to  revive  the  tradition  of  the  novena  before  Pentecost  as  a time  of  special 
prayer  for  the  whole  Church,  and  Father  Long  added  that  there  were  certain 
countries  like  Italy  where  both  the  January  and  the  Pentecost  periods  were  ob- 
served. He  hoped  that  this  development  would  continue,  since  there  was  plenty 
of  room  for  both  traditions,  and  thought  that  the  observance  of  both  periods 
should  be  equally  encouraged. 

EVENING  SESSION 

In  the  chair : Professor  P.  S.  Minear 

In  this  final  session,  the  commission  dealt  with  the  remaining  items  of  business 
on  the  agenda. 

DIACONATE  STUDY 

Dr.  Vischer  reported  on  the  present  position  of  the  study  on  the  Diaconate, 

I which  was  a joint  enterprise  with  the  Department  on  the  Laity.  A consultation 
had  been  held  in  the  spring,  which  had  resulted  in  the  production  of  a document 
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entitled  “Ten  Reflections  on  the  Ministry  of  Deacons  in  the  Church”.  This  had 
been  submitted  at  the  Aarhus  meeting  to  Committee  II  which  had  revised  the 
document  and  suggested  that  it  be  passed  to  the  Working  Committee  for  consi- 
deration of  further  dissemination  — e.g.  among  the  churches  and  church  union 
committees.  It  was  also  planned  to  publish  the  document  together  with  some 
papers  on  various  aspects  of  the  diaconate  written  from  the  point  of  view  of 
different  church  traditions. 


FAITH  AND  ORDER  LECTURERS 

Mr.  Rodger  reminded  the  Commission  that  this  scheme,  originally  put  for- 
ward at  the  Paris  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee  in  1962,  had  been  devised 
as  an  attempt  to  extend  Faith  and  Order  work  in  Asia,  Africa  and  Latin  America, 
where  Faith  and  Order  Commission  members  were  few  and  scattered.  It  had  been 
proposed  that  “Faith  and  Order  lecturers”  should  be  invited  to  spend  approxi- 
mately six  months  in  seminaries  in  these  areas,  each  lecturing  in  his  own  discipline 
while  giving  some  of  his  time  to  stimulating  local  and  regional  Faith  and  Order 
work.  No  action  had  so  far  been  taken  in  connection  with  this  scheme,  chiefly 
because  of  pressure  of  other  work,  but  also  on  account  of  financial  reasons. 
Recently,  however,  an  approach  had  been  made  to  the  Theological  Education 
Fund  to  see  whether  there  was  any  possibility  of  combining  the  scheme  with  their 
programme  of  visiting  professorships,  and  some  interest  had  been  expressed 
in  this  proposal  which  was  being  further  discussed.  The  Theological  Education 
Fund  had  laid  down  certain  conditions  which  were  fully  in  accord  with  what  Faith 
and  Order  had  in  mind ; and  Mr.  Rodger  therefore  asked  that  members  should 
see  that  theological  colleges  and  seminaries  which  might  be  interested  in  such  a 
scheme  were  informed  that  this  possibility  existed. 


STUDY  ON  THE  REVISION  OF  EDUCATIONAL  MATERIALS 

Mr.  Handspicker  reported  that  this  study,  which  was  being  undertaken 
jointly  with  the  Youth  Department  and  the  World  Council  of  Christian  Educa- 
tion, was  planning  a consultation  in  May  1965  ; and  asked  that  those  who  were 
responsible  for  producing  and  planning  educational  programmes  in  their  respec- 
tive churches  should  get  in  touch  with  the  Geneva  staff  and  let  them  know  of  any 
proposals  they  had  for  revising  their  materials,  since  this  information  would  be 
useful  to  those  preparing  for  the  consultation. 


SURVEY  OF  CHURCH  UNION  CONVERSATIONS 

Mr.  Handspicker  drew  the  Commission’s  attention  to  the  survey  published 
in  the  July  1964  number  of  the  Ecumenical  Review,  and  asked  that  any  com- 
ments or  corrections  be  sent  to  him  in  Geneva.  He  also  reminded  members  that 
all  fresh  information  concerning  new  negotiations  or  further  progress  in  those 
already  started  was  always  welcome  in  the  Faith  and  Order  office,  since  once 
one  survey  was  finished,  work  began  on  the  next. 
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MATTERS  ARISING  FROM  WORKING  COMMITTEE  MEETINGS 


The  Bishop  of  Bristol  reported  briefly  on  certain  matters  of  general  interest 
which  had  been  discussed  by  the  Working  Committee  in  its  recent  meetings. 
The  question  of  the  proposed  Ecumenical  Research  Institute  was  at  a very  tentative 
stage,  and  the  Working  Committee  had  drafted  a resolution  to  be  transmitted 
to  the  Central  Committee  at  Enugu  in  January  1965  (see  Working  Committee 
minutes,  p.  000  f°r  the  text  of  this  resolution).  He  also  reported  that  invitations 
had  been  received  from  Church  Union  Negotiating  Committees  in  Ghana  and 
in  East  Africa  to  send  a Faith  and  Order  representative  to  attend  the  next  meetings 
of  these  committees  early  in  1965  ; and  the  Working  Committee  had  asked  the 
staff  to  go  into  the  matter  and  find  out  who  might  be  available.  Finally,  he 
reported  that  at  its  next  meeting  the  following  day,  the  Working  Committee  would 
appoint  a subcommittee  to  start  work  on  the  revision  of  the  Constitution. 

REPORT  FROM  THE  YOUTH  DELEGATION 

Mr.  van  Lelyveld  spoke  on  behalf  of  the  Youth  Delegation  present  at  the 
Aarhus  meeting.  After  expressing  thanks  to  the  Commission  for  its  hospitality 
and  welcome  to  the  four  Youth  Delegates,  he  went  on  to  consider  some  questions 
arising  from  the  Commission’s  discussions  which  seemed  to  have  special  relevance 
for  the  “younger  generation”. 

In  the  first  place,  it  was  noticeable,  at  least  in  Europe,  that  there  was  a ten- 
dency among  younger  theologians  and  church  members  to  take  very  little  part 
in  the  work  of  the  ecumenical  movement,  not  out  of  lack  of  interest,  but  because 
they  had  simply  by-passed  it  and  found  it  more  relevant  to  try  to  identify  themselves 
as  closely  as  possible  with  the  secular  world.  For  example,  they  did  not  attempt  to 
solve  the  problem  of  intercommunion,  but  simply  practised  it  This  was  a trend 
with  which  the  ecumenical  movement  ought  to  reckon.  Secondly,  recent  growth 
elsewhere  had  left  Europe  behind  as  a relatively  “underdeveloped  area”  ecumenic- 
ally. Europe  did  not,  for  example,  have  an  ecumenical  youth  secretary  as  nearly 
all  the  other  continents  did  ; nor  was  regional  Faith  and  Order  work  co-ordinated 
at  the  European  level.  Finally,  he  commented  on  the  “sub-discussional”  tensions 
which  the  Youth  Delegates  had  discerned  in  the  discussions,  first  between  local 
unity  in  each  place  and  the  catholicity  of  the  whole  Church ; and  also  between 
this  true  catholicity  and  confessional  unity.  For  this  reason  they  regarded  the 
study  on  “the  nature  of  unity”  to  be  undertaken  by  the  Working  Committee  as 
being  fundamentally  the  most  important  part  of  the  new  programme  of  Faith 
and  Order  work. 

REPORTS  FROM  THE  OBSERVERS 

Dr.  Gosevic  spoke  briefly  in  French  as  an  observer  from  the  Serbian  Orthodox 
Church.  He  expressed  his  gratitude  for  the  opportunity  given  to  him  to  attend 
the  meeting,  and  conveyed  the  greetings  of  the  Patriarch  both  to  the  Commission 
and  to  the  World  Council.  He  considered  that  the  discussions  and  reports  at  the 
meeting  marked  a great  step  forward  on  the  long  road  to  Christian  unity,  with  new 
and  stimulating  possibilities  for  collaboration  among  the  churches.  In  spite  of 
substantial  differences  in  ecclesiology,  it  was  possible  for  progress  to  be  made  in 
mutual  comprehension  through  our  common  belief  in  the  one  Lord  and  Saviour, 
Jesus  Christ. 
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Father  Long,  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  Roman  Catholic  observers,  expressed 
appreciation  for  the  welcome  given  to  him  and  to  Mgr.  Vodopivec,  and  for  the 
way  in  which  they  had  been  encouraged  to  take  a full  part  in  the  discussion  as 
friends  and  collaborators  rather  than  as  mere  observers.  Faith  and  Order’s 
commitment  to  the  service  of  God  and  the  unity  of  his  Church  had  been  very 
much  apparent,  and  the  genuine  desire  for  Roman  Catholic  collaboration  in  the 
proposed  study  groups  was  deeply  appreciated  and  very  encouraging. 

The  Roman  Catholic  Church  was  going  through  a period  of  great  ferment, 
and  whatever  the  outcome,  could  never  fall  back  into  the  patterns  which  had 
characterized  her  life  in  the  past  few  centuries.  This  was  a cause  both  of  hope  and 
of  anxiety,  to  Catholics  no  less  than  to  others.  The  Roman  Church  would  need 
confidence  and  patience  in  the  future : confidence  to  withstand  difficulties,  pos- 
sible misunderstandings  and  severe  pressures  ; and  patience  to  bear  with  the 
apparently  slow  rate  of  progress  and  lack  of  understanding  still  to  be  found 
among  so  many  people.  These  same  qualities  were  also  needed  in  relationships 
among  all  Christians  in  the  ecumenical  movement. 

In  conclusion  he  mentioned  two  points  of  particular  significance  : the  statement 
on  the  meaning  of  dialogue  given  in  the  report  of  Committee  V,  which  would  do 
much  to  assuage  the  misgivings  of  those  who  feared  that  Faith  and  Order  aimed 
only  at  unity  based  on  finding  the  least  common  denominator  in  faith  and  practice  ; 
and  the  role  of  the  observers  at  the  Second  Vatican  Council,  whose  collaboration 
was  playing  such  a valuable  part  in  helping  Roman  Catholics  to  a more  profound 
understanding  of  their  fellow  Christians. 


CLOSING  ACTIONS 

In  his  closing  speech  the  Chairman  thanked  all  who  had  contributed  to 
the  success  of  the  meeting  — local  staff,  WCC  executive  and  office  staff,  stewards 
and  interpreters.  Professor  Fair  weather  then  moved  a vote  of  thanks  to  Pro- 
fessor Minear  as  Chairman  and  Principal  Chandran  as  Vice-Chairman,  for  their 
work  in  presiding  over  the  meetings,  which  was  unanimously  carried.  Sympathy 
was  also  expressed  for  Professor  Schlink,  the  other  Vice-Chairman,  who  had 
been  obliged  to  leave  early  on  account  of  illness. 

The  meeting  was  formally  closed  at  9.30  p.m.  when  the  Commission  moved 
to  the  Conference  Chapel  in  the  University  Aula  for  evening  prayers. 

* * * 
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SERVICES  OF  WORSHIP 


Sunday  16  August 

Monday  17  August 

Tuesday  18  August 

Wednesday  19  August 
Thursday  20  August 

Friday  21  August 

Saturday  22  August 

Sunday  23  August 

Monday  24  August 
Tuesday  25  August 
Wednesday  26  August 


Opening  Service  in  Mollevangskirke 
The  Bishop  of  Bristol 
Professor  E.  J.  F.  Arndt 
Pastor  S.  Nomenyo 

Evening  Prayers  — Professor  G.  Florovsky 

Morning  Prayers  — Professor  D.  Moody 
Evening  Prayers  — Dean  J.  B.  Coburn 


Morning  Prayers  — Miss  R.  C.  Howard 
Evening  Prayers  — Dean  J.  B.  Coburn 

Morning  Prayers  — Bishop  K.  Sarkissian 

Morning  Prayers  — The  Rev.  E.  A.  Adegbola 
Evening  Prayers  — Dean  J.  B.  Coburn 

Morning  Prayers  — Sr.  E.  Chavez  Campos 
Evening  Prayers  — Principal  K.  L.  Nasir 

Morning  Prayers  — Archbishop  Alexis  of  Tallinn 
Service  of  Preparation  for  Holy  Communion 
Bishop  Thomas  Mar  Athanasius 
Professor  E.  G.  Rupp 

Orthodox  Liturgy,  Vor  Frue  Kirke 
Archbishop  Alexis  of  Tallinn 
Bishop  Emilianos  of  Meloa 
Professor  G.  Florovsky 
Professor  J.  Meyendorlf 

Morning  Prayers  — Mr.  J.  M.  Ross 
Evening  Prayers  — Principal  K.  L.  Nasir 

Morning  Prayers  — Dr.  H.  G.  Renkewitz 
Evening  Prayers  — Principal  K.  L.  Nasir 

Closing  Service  in  the  Cathedral 
Celebration  of  Holy  Communion  according  to  the 
Liturgy  of  the  Church  of  Denmark 
Professor  R.  Prenter 
Professor  K.  E.  Skydsgaard 
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REPORT  OF  COMMITTEE  V.A.,  AS  AMENDED 
AFTER  PLENARY  DISCUSSION 

CONSPECTUS  OF  FAITH  AND  ORDER  STUDIES 


1 . After  the  World  Conference  at  Montreal,  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
has  addressed  itself  with  renewed  hope  to  the  task  of  helping  the  churches  in 
their  search  for  that  unity  which  is  Christ’s  will  for  his  Church.  This  is  a search, 
not  just  for  a common  feeling  or  activity  or  organization,  but  for  truth  ; and  the 
Holy  Spirit  leads  us  into  truth  not  by  the  victory  of  one  human  structure  of 
thought  over  another,  nor  by  compromise  and  adjustment,  but  by  the  hard  road 
of  confrontation  in  mutual  understanding  and  witness.  Thus,  out  of  the  commit- 
ment of  dialogue  between  apparently  irreconcilable  positions,  new  and  perhaps 
surprising  discoveries  may  be  made  and  the  reality  of  the  God-given  unity  may 
be  made  more  plain. 

2.  From  the  vast  range  of  new  problems  thrown  up  for  further  study  by 
the  various  Sections  of  the  Montreal  Conference,  we  had  to  select  what  seemed 
to  be  the  most  fruitful  in  furtherance  of  this  dialogue.  For  some  forty  years 
now,  the  churches  have  been  engaged  in  Faith  and  Order  in  discussing  together 
those  differences  of  conviction  about  the  Church  and  its  ordering  which  prevent 
us  from  making  actual  and  manifest  our  unity  in  Christ.  We  believe  that  God 
has  blessed  our  endeavours  to  understand  and  overcome  the  long  history  of  divi- 
sion, though  there  is  still  far  to  go.  We  have  gained  insight  from  thinking  together 
about  the  Church  in  the  light  of  Christ  and  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  we  believe  that 
this  is  a fruitful  approach.  Moreover,  the  Church  is  not  to  be  considered  in  isola- 
tion from  the  world  : this  becomes  ever  clearer.  The  Church  is  not  only  the  sphere 
of  redemption  ; it  is  also  part  of  creation.  God  is  at  work  not  only  in  the  Church 
but  in  the  world.  The  Church  is  challenged  to  show  forth  its  unity  not  only  in 
communion  with  God  through  Jesus  Christ,  but  also  by  sharing  in  the  travail  by 
which  the  whole  creation  is  finally  brought  into  communion  with  God. 

3.  As  a central  and  continuing  obligation  we  set  the  need  to  study  more 
intensively  what  is  the  nature  of  unity , that  actual  expression  of  our  oneness  in 
the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  which  he  himself  wishes  his  Church  to  have  upon  earth. 
A beginning  was  made  in  the  New  Delhi  Statement,  but  this  left  many  questions 
open,  and  we  believe  that  it  is  now  laid  upon  the  churches  to  explore  with  greater 
precision  and  depth  what  Christian  unity  means  for  their  own  thought  and  life. 

4.  To  this  end,  we  propose  that  the  Working  Committee  should  appoint  a 
group  of  not  more  than  ten  of  its  own  membership,  who  might  meet  immediately 
before  each  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee  and  report  to  that  Committee.  It 
is  important  that  there  should  be  associated  with  this  study  a Roman  Catholic 
theologian  and  a representative  of  those  Evangelical  groups  not  usually  associated 
with  Faith  and  Order.  The  group  should  also  have  the  liberty  to  invite  other 
consultants  to  attend  its  meetings  as  necessary. 
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5.  In  seeing  the  Church’s  unity  in  relation  to  the  world  in  which  it  is  set, 
we  further  propose  that  the  churches  should  take  seriously  the  suggestion  made 
from  several  quarters  of  the  Montreal  Conference  that  a study  should  be  under- 
taken of  the  relation  between  Creation , New  Creation  and  the  Unity  of  the  Church. 
Another  discovery  made  at  Montreal  is  that  we  cannot  profitably  discuss  further 
our  differences  concerning  the  Church’s  regularly  commissioned  ministry  except 
in  the  context  of  that  ministry  which  the  whole  Church  is  called  to  exercise  towards 
the  whole  world  ; hence  we  propose  a renewed  study  of  Christ , the  Holy  Spirit  and 
the  Ministry.  Yet  another  sphere  in  which  we  are  compelled  to  view  the  Church 
in  relation  to  the  whole  created  order  is  that  of  worship,  and  in  particular  the 
central  act  of  Christian  worship,  and  this  insight  encourages  us  to  pursue  the 
existing  study  of  the  meaning  of  the  Eucharist  — a Sacrament  of  Unity  which  has 
always  been  a focus  of  the  scandal  of  our  disunity  as  well  as  a source  of  God’s 
reconciling  grace.  The  fact  that  the  Church  is  itself  a part  of  the  Creation  as  well 
as  the  dwelling-place  and  vehicle  of  the  Holy  Spirit  leads  us  also  to  take  up  another 
suggestion  from  Montreal,  that  there  should  be  a study  of  the  relation  between 
the  work  of  the  Holy  Spirit  and  the  nature  of  the  Church  as  an  institution,  under 
the  title  of  Spirit , Order  and  Organization  * 

6.  There  are  other  studies  important  for  Christian  unity,  as  follows  : We 
believe  that  the  time  has  now  come  for  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  to 
appoint  a group  for  the  purpose  of  engaging  in  a study  recommended  both  at  New 
Delhi  and  at  Montreal,  namely  a study  on  the  Councils  of  the  Early  Church. 
Such  a study  should  throw  valuable  light  both  on  the  nature  of  the  Church’s 
unity  and  continuity  and  also  on  the  modern  problems  of  the  ecumenical  move- 
ment. Further,  this  study  should  be  a fruitful  area  of  dialogue  between  the  Ortho- 
dox and  other  churches.  In  the  first  instance  this  should  take  the  form  of  a histo- 
rical enquiry  into  the  structure  of  the  Councils,  with  a view  to  answering  such 
questions  as  the  following  : 

(a)  How  were  the  Councils  convened;  what  was  their  membership; 
how  was  the  consensus  formed  at  the  Council ; to  what  authorities  did  the 
Councils  appeal  as  normative  ? 

(b) Y> id  the  resolutions  of  the  Councils  have  validity  in  themselves,  or  did 
this  depend  on  their  reception  in  the  churches  ? 

(c)  How  did  the  word  “ecumenical”  come  into  use  in  relation  to  the 
Councils  ? 

At  a later  stage,  the  study  should  be  enlarged  to  consider  the  present  authority 
of  the  actual  decisions  of  a particular  Council  and  to  evaluate  the  significance 
of  Councils  and  the  conciliar  idea  for  the  self-understanding  of  the  contemporary 
Church  and  the  ecumenical  movement. 

7.  In  response  to  a suggestion  made  by  the  Montreal  Conference,  and  rein- 
forced by  a subsequent  consultation  of  New  Testament  theologians,  the  Working 
Committee,  under  the  auspices  of  the  Division  of  Studies,  should  organize  studies 
of  the  problem  of  Biblical  hermeneutics  and  its  significance  for  the  ecumenical 
movement.  In  the  first  instance,  these  should  take  the  form  of  parallel  studies  in 
three  or  more  different  centres  by  theologians  from  different  confessions  studying 

* For  the  details  of  these  four  studies,  see  the  reports  of  Committees  I to  IV,  p.  43  fif . 
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specific  passages  of  Scripture  which  have  a bearing  on  the  current  studies  being 
promoted  by  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  (For  more  details,  see  the  report 
of  a consultation  held  in  May  1964).* 

8.  We  desire  the  continuance  of  a study  group  on  patristics,  the  formation 
of  which  was  authorized  by  the  Working  Committee  at  Paris,  1962,  and  which 
held  its  first  meeting  at  Aarhus  in  1964.  The  group  contains  twelve  members, 
six  from  Orthodox  churches  and  six  from  other  member  churches  of  the  World 
Council.  It  is  at  present  engaged  on  a study  of  St.  Basil’s  treatise  on  the  Holy 
Spirit.  It  is  hoped  that  this  study  will  throw  light  on  the  question  of  the  impor- 
tance to  be  attached  to  the  early  Fathers  in  the  Church  by  the  churches  today  and 
the  methods  which  should  be  applied  in  studying  them. 

9.  There  are  yet  other  studies  in  which  Faith  and  Order  will  continue  to 
collaborate  with  other  Departments  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches.  Among 
those  already  initiated  are  included : 

The  question  of  the  continuity  and  discontinuity  between  the  Israel  of  the 
Old  Testament  and  the  Church,  and  its  implications  for  today.  Plans  are  in 
hand  for  a consultation  to  be  held  jointly  with  the  Department  on  the  Church 
and  the  Jewish  People,  the  results  of  which  will  be  communicated  to  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission. 

The  revision  of  educational  material  in  the  light  of  the  ecumenical  move- 
ment is  to  be  a joint  enterprise  with  the  Youth  Department  and  with  the  World 
Council  of  Christian  Education,  arising  out  of  a New  Delhi  Assembly  request 
to  give  more  attention  to  the  materials  available  for  ecumenical  education.  A 
resolution  calling  the  need  for  such  revision  to  the  attention  of  the  churches 
is  included  in  the  minutes  of  the  Aarhus  meeting  (see  p.  31). 

Studies  on  the  position  of  women  in  the  Ministry  and  in  the  ministries 
(with  the  Department  on  the  Co-operation  of  Men  and  Women  in  Church, 
Family  and  Society)  and  on  the  diaconate  (with  the  Department  on  the  Laity) 
are  joint  enterprises  which  will  be  related  to  the  Faith  and  Order  study  on  the 
Ministry  already  mentioned  above. 

10.  There  will  also  continue  to  be  bilateral  and  regional  studies,  especially 
the  continuance  of  meetings  such  as  those  which  have  been  held  in  recent  years 
between  Orthodox  and  non-Orthodox,  and  between  Lutherans  and  Reformed. 

* * * 


* See  p.  61 


42 


REPORT  OF  COMMITTEE  I, 

AS  AMENDED  AFTER  PLENARY  DISCUSSION 


CREATION,  NEW  CREATION,  AND  THE  UNITY 
OF  THE  CHURCH 


A.  Reasons  for  undertaking  this  study 

1.  Man’s  selfhood  has  always  been  deeply  informed  by  his  common  trans- 
actions with  the  world-as-nature  : extracting,  cultivating,  fabricating,  producing, 
consuming,  and,  above  all,  forever  wondering  about  the  structure  and  processes 
of  this  environment  of  his  historical  existence. 

In  our  times  these  transactions  have  achieved  such  penetration  and  manipu- 
lative efficiency  that  their  exercise  is  as  heavy  with  peril  as  it  is  astounding  in 
promise.  From  subatomic  investigations  on  to  galactic  speculations,  from  the 
infinitely  small  to  the  incredibly  large  — these  are  the  brackets  within  which 
the  term  nature  has  its  present  meaning. 

This  enormous  expansion  of  the  phenomenology  of  the  world-as-nature 
confronts  Christian  theology  with  a clamant  task : she  must  expound  the  doc- 
trines of  creation  and  new  creation  with  a bigness  and  a subtlety  appropriate  to  the 
enhanced  range  of  modern  man’s  mental  life. 

2.  Scientific  thought  operates  with  models  which  are  ultimately  unverifiable  ; 
there  is  no  necessary  connection  between  the  thoughts  in  the  mind  and  the  way 
things  are.  But  the  ordinary  man  does  not  know  this  ; and  the  empirical  and 
amazing  results  of  scientific  work  stand  before  him  with  operational  clarity. 
Powers  of  nature  have  been  open  as  never  before  to  be  used  and  conquered  by 
man’s  will.  The  life  of  nature  has  more  and  more  been  drawn  into  the  life  of 
history.  This  new  relationship  of  man  to  nature  has  incalculable  consequences  for 
good ; on  the  other  hand,  especially  in  the  corporate  and  institutional  ways  of 
man’s  dealing  with  the  world,  there  is  a corresponding,  and  terrifying,  increase  in 
the  potentialities  of  evil. 

3.  This  situation  affects  the  Church  in  its  witness,  communication  of  the 
Gospel,  and  mission  in  all  parts  of  the  world.  The  context  of  that  mission  is  now 
a technological  society,  in  which  many  Christians  are  living  and  working  every  day, 
and  in  which  they  are  mentally  and  morally  involved.  Since  new  views  of  the 
universe  and  of  man  thus  constitute  a radical  challenge  to  the  essentials  of  the 
Christian  faith,  we  need  groups  of  theologians  who  will  enter  into  conversation 
with  scientists  and  will  help  to  formulate  the  categories  necessary  to  such  a conver- 
sation. 
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4.  For  such  a conversation,  it  is  clear  that  a divided  Church  is  wholly  insuffi- 
cient. If  Faith  and  Order  is  truly  to  serve  the  Church,  it  must  be  ready  to  do  so 
at  the  points  where  the  Church  is  most  exposed.  To  attempt  this  would  in  itself 
be  to  promote  Christian  unity ; for  since  the  Church  is  everywhere  involved  in 
this  situation,  thinkers  drawn  from  all  Christian  confessions  would  find  unity  in 
sharing  together  in  this  conversation,  and  the  results  of  their  labours  would 
offer  guidance  to  all  sections  of  the  Church  in  its  witness  and  mission.  The  need 
for  such  work  in  the  frontier  areas  is  so  great  that  we  should  not  be  persuaded  by 
its  difficulties  into  a retreat  to  the  familiar  security  of  traditional  theology  and  its 
language. 

5.  Already  in  the  thinking  and  discourse  of  Christians,  and  especially  in 
biblical  exegesis,  a renewed  concern  with  God’s  action  in  creation  has  made  its 
appearance  at  many  points.  Within  the  World  Council  of  Churches  studies  on 
the  Church’s  mission,  on  Rapid  Social  Change,  on  “The  Lordship  of  Christ”,  on 
“Christ  and  the  Church”,  etc.  have  all  been  raising  questions  about  the  creation, 
human  history,  and  God’s  purpose.*  The  Faith  and  Order  studies  on  Christology 
have  shown  the  need  for  a fully  trinitarian  perspective  and  for  serious  dealing  with 
the  meaning  of  creation.  We  are  also  aware  that  the  frustration  felt  keenly  by 
many  Christians  today  over  failures  in  mission,  continuing  church  divisions, 
defects  in  faith  and  service,  etc.  is  due  in  part  to  inadequate  or  erroneous  under- 
standing of  the  context  of  man’s  existence.  So  we  are  called  to  renewed  effort  to 
articulate  what  can  be  known  of  the  works  of  the  Triune  God  in  history  generally, 
and  in  the  Church  in  particular. 

B.  Patterns  of  study 

Without  wishing  in  any  way  to  exclude  other  studies  suggested  by  Section  A 
above,  we  propose  at  least  the  following  lines  of  enquiry  : 

1.  From  the  historical  experience  of  the  whole  Church,  what  are  the  known 
insights  regarding  creation  which  have  generally  been  less  well  known  in  some 
traditions,  communions  and  countries  than  in  others  (e.g.  the  emphasis  in  Eastern 
Orthodox  thought  on  the  biblical  and  patristic  teaching  about  healing  and  sancti- 
fication) ? This  enquiry  should  include  not  only  the  Holy  Scriptures  and  “Tradi- 
tion and  Traditions”,  but  those  secular  humane  probings  in  science,  literature 
and  art  which  intersect  the  Christians’  effort  to  find  the  meaning  of  the  acts  of  the 
Triune  God.  Do  not  such  “secular”  enquiries  and  ideas  testify  to  the  hidden 
work  of  God  ? 

2.  Six  aspects  of  biblical  study  : 

(a)  The  connection  between  the  biblical  revelation  of  Yahweh’s  acts 
in  history  and  the  biblical  attitude  to  the  natural  creation. 

(b)  Those  sections  or  parts  of  the  Scriptures  which  speak  of  nature  as 
affected  by  man’s  sin  and  as  sharer  in  the  results  of  man’s  disobedience,  but 
which  also  speak  of  nature’s  sharing  with  man  in  the  consummation  of  all 
things  in  Christ.  Included  are  the  references  to  nature’s  destruction  and  to 
the  manifestation  of  the  new  heaven  and  new  earth. 

* It  is  also  the  intention  of  our  proposed  study,  though  details  remain  to  be  worked 
out,  to  make  some  substantial  contribution  to  that  already  undertaken  by  the  Division 
of  Studies  on  “The  Finality  of  Christ  in  an  Age  of  Universal  History”. 
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(c)  The  biblical  texts  which  speak  of  the  final  incorporation  of  the  world 
into  the  Church,  as  well  as  of  the  mission  of  the  Church  in  God’s  purpose,  and 
his  work  in  the  world  outside  the  Church. 

(d)  The  witness  of  the  Scriptures  about  the  new  man  in  Christ,  which  goes 
beyond  the  central  concern  of  his  reconciliation  and  restoration,  and  speaks 
of  the  new  creation  as  such. 

(e)  The  plenitude  of  New  Testament  vocabulary  of  man’s  new  relation- 
ship to  God.  Many  biblical  terms  (redemption,  reconciliation,  liberation, 
recapitulation,  restoration,  salvation,  etc.)  are  in  need  of  clearer  definition 
and  interpretation  in  various  languages,  as  antidotes  to  the  widespread  mora- 
lization,  legalization,  and  spiritualization  of  the  faith. 

(f)  The  witness  of  the  New  Testament  to  the  incorporation  of  the  new 
man  in  Christ  into  the  new  humanity,  in  which  man  is  reconciled  with  man, 
and  in  view  of  which  creation  and  new  creation  lead  to  consideration  of  the 
unity  of  the  Church. 

3.  Needing  further  scrutiny  and  interpretation  are  the  divisions,  of  various 
degrees  of  gravity,  which  afflict  mankind  and  which  stand  opposed  to  the  divinely 
intended  unity  : divisions  in  the  human  race  at  large,  within  nations,  among 
churches.  Since  these  deplorable  divisions  are  not  the  same  as  the  many  desirable 
diversities,  attention  should  also  be  focused  upon  the  latter  as  contributions  to 
the  unity  of  the  new  humanity  or  Church  ; for  they  are  either  the  personal  gifts 
of  the  Holy  Spirit,  or  else  are  inherent  in  the  rich  variety  of  creation.  (Any  study 
in  this  field  should  pay  due  attention  to  the  data  of  social  anthropology.) 


C.  The  theme  and  its  title 

To  those  with  faith  in  God’s  governance  of  all  things,  present  historical  move- 
ments in  the  world  at  large  may  be  interpreted  as  exercising  pressures  and  pro- 
viding occasions  for  growth  towards  unity.  As  the  Church  responds  faithfully 
to  tasks  presented  by  her  life  in  the  world,  she  will  be  given  grace  to  realize  her 
unity  in  Christ.  But  at  present  there  is  a real  danger  that  those  who  are  concerned 
with  an  organic  Church  and  those  who  are  concerned  with  an  organic  world  may 
drift  further  and  further  apart.  This  study  may  be  used  by  God  not  only  to  heal 
schism  but  to  prevent  it. 

The  Committee  therefore  proposes  for  the  study  the  title : “Creation,  New 
Creation,  and  the  Unity  of  the  Church”. 


D.  Methods  of  study 

1.  The  Working  Committee  and  staff  of  Faith  and  Order  may  assign  this 
study  to  regional  ecumenical  groups,  whether  within  a single  country  or  in  part 
of  a continent.  Wherever  possible,  existing  theological  groups  should  be  invited 
to  undertake  this,  and  these  may,  in  turn,  delegate  specific  assignments  to  indi- 
vidual scholars.  Among  those  whose  help  is  sought,  there  should  be  persons 
whose  special  competence  is  in  reflection  about  the  theories  of  unity  postulated 
in  the  several  scientific  fields  of  investigation. 
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2.  Previous  Faith  and  Order  study  results  should  be  used  in  initiating  this 
enterprise  : especially  the  report  on  “Christ  and  the  Church”,  the  Montreal  Report 
of  Section  I,  and  the  Aarhus  papers  of  Professors  Dantine,  Evdokimov  and  Lampe. 

3.  Work  by  regional  groups  and  individuals  should  be  begun  early  in  1965, 
and  a first  stage  of  achievement  attained  by  the  end  of  1966. 

4.  A representative  international  group  may  be  convened  early  in  1967,  with 
the  object  of  presenting  a report  to  the  whole  Faith  and  Order  Commission  at 
its  1967  meetings,  for  thorough  discussion  thereat.  Then  the  process  would 
continue,  by  further  stages,  until  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  meeting  of 
1970. 

* * * 
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REPORT  OF  COMMITTEE  II, 

AS  AMENDED  AFTER  PLENARY  DISCUSSION 


CHRIST,  THE  HOLY  SPIRIT  AND  THE  MINISTRY 


I.  Introduction 

(a)  A number  of  factors  have  contributed  to  the  decision  to  go  forward 
with  this  study  : the  logic  of  Faith  and  Order  studies  whereby  the  study  on  “Christ 
and  the  Church”  requires  continuation  in  a study  on  this  subject ; the  urgent 
needs  of  churches  negotiating  union  ; the  demands  for  a greater  flexibility  in  the 
exercise  of  ministry  and  deployment  of  ministries  in  the  modern  world.  In  parti- 
cular, the  report  of  Section  III  of  the  Fourth  World  Conference  on  Faith  and 
Order  laid  upon  the  Commission  the  obligation  to  plan  such  a study.  The  report 
of  this  Section  should  be  used  as  far  as  is  possible. 

(b)  It  is  evident  that  the  question  of  ministry  cannot  be  considered  in  isolation 
from  ecclesiology  as  a whole.  Different  views  of  the  latter  will  often  determine 
our  terminology  when  speaking  of  the  former  (as  in  this  document).  But  to 
every  kind  of  ecclesiological  position  a study  of  ministry  today  is  bound  to  pose 
questions. 

(c)  Since  the  aim  of  this  study  is  the  building  up  of  the  unity  of  the  whole 
Church,  the  Commission  should  try  to  make  sure  that  all  the  groups  together 
provide  a representative  cross-section  of  theological  and  ministerial  experience. 
Furthermore,  each  group  should  represent  as  far  as  possible  the  various  traditions 
of  the  ministry  available  to  it.  Each  group  should  consider  also  those  traditions 
and  outlooks  which  it  would  be  tempted  to  forget. 

(d)  While  different  groups  will  emphasize  different  points,  it  is  important 
that  all  should  lay  bare,  as  far  as  possible,  their  attitudes  to  the  Scriptures  and  to 
tradition  in  order  to  maintain  some  unity  of  purpose  in  the  whole  study.  The 
Faith  and  Order  staff  should  provide  a short  document  setting  out  the  main 
aspects  of  the  study  to  be  pursued.  To  help  them  to  do  so,  the  Committee  suggests 
that  a relatively  brief  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  ministry  of  Christ 
and  of  the  Holy  Spirit ; and  to  the  ministry  of  the  whole  Church  ; and  that  groups 
should  then  proceed  to  discuss  regularly  commissioned  ministries. 


II.  The  ministry  of  Christ 

To  begin  here  is  to  provide  a reminder  of  the  whole  content  of  the  Church’s 
life  and  service : God  in  his  dealings  with  man  through  Christ  and  in  the  power 
of  the  Holy  Spirit. 
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It  is  recommended  that  the  Montreal  Report  * paras.  79,  83-93  be  taken  as  a 
starting  point  for  this  section  of  the  study.  It  will  be  observed,  however  : 

(a)  that  in  paras.  79  and  83  reference  is  made  to  the  wider  context  in  which 
the  work  of  ministry  is  set,  and  this  requires  a fuller  study  of  the  contemporary 
situation.  Groups  may  wish  to  elucidate  further  the  significance  of  the  words : 
“God  was  in  Christ  reconciling  the  world  to  himself.” 

(b)  that  the  ministry  of  Christ  is  profitably  but  not  exhaustively  studied  under 
the  triplex  munus  (para.  89).  Groups  may  wish  to  refer  to  the  fact  that  while  the  Euro- 
pean Section  of  the  Commission  on  Christ  and  the  Church  **  made  use  of  this 
scheme,  the  North  American  Section  departed  from  it.  It  has  appeared  to  many 
that  this  scheme  gives  inadequate  attention  to  the  role  of  Christ  as  Servant  or 
as  Teacher  ; and  groups  may  wish  to  test  the  adequacy  of  this  scheme  for  an  under- 
standing of  Christ’s  ministry  by  an  examination  of  other  titles  and  descriptions 
used  of  him  in  the  New  Testament  witness. 

(c)  that  the  work  of  the  Holy  Spirit  needs  more  thorough  and  comprehen- 
sive treatment  than  it  received  in  these  Montreal  paragraphs.  In  particular  it  may 
be  noted  that  the  work  of  the  Holy  Spirit  enabling  human  response  to  the  word 
and  action  of  God  in  Christ  would  require  explicit  treatment ; but  groups  may 
wish  to  develop  much  more  their  understanding  of  the  ministry  of  the  Holy 
Spirit. 

Having  reached  this  point,  groups  will  be  in  a position  to  move  forward 
to  discuss  the  ministry  of  the  whole  Church,  and  that  of  special  ministers.  There 
is,  however,  a difficult  matter  to  be  discussed  here,  namely  the  elements  of  conti- 
nuity and  discontinuity  between  the  ministry  of  Christ  and  that  of  his  Church. 
How  closely  may  Christ  and  the  Holy  Spirit  be  identified  with  the  exercise  of 
ministries  by  and  in  the  Church  ? What  is  the  freedom  of  Christ  and  the  Spirit 
in  relation  to  such  ministries  ? What  does  it  mean  to  say  that  “the  Church  parti- 
cipates in  the  ministry  of  Christ”  ? Are  there  dangers  in  the  use  of  this  language  ? 
(In  particular,  it  appears  to  us  undesirable  to  attempt  to  apply  the  triplex  munus , 
illuminating  though  it  may  be  for  the  work  of  Christ,  directly  to  the  ministry 
of  the  Church.) 


III.  The  ministry  of  the  whole  Church 

This  subject  was  treated  sketchily  in  the  report  of  Section  III  at  Montreal ; 
but  there  is  available  useful  material  from  other  sources.  In  particular,  attention 
is  drawn  to  Laity  no.  15  ***  and  the  committee  would  suggest  that  this  might  be 
supplemented  by  a study  of  the  relevant  sections  (I,  II,  VIII,  X)  of  E.  Schlink : 

* The  Fourth  World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order,  SCM  Press,  London, 
and  Association  Press,  New  York,  1964  ; French  edition,  Foi  et  Vie,  vol.  63  no.  1 ; 
Jan./Fevr.  1964,  Paris  ; German  edition  : Montreal  1963.  Berichtband,  EVZ-Verlag, 
Zurich,  1964. 

**  Faith  and  Order  Findings,  Part  II,  SCM  Press,  London,  and  Augsburg  Publish- 
ing House,  Minneapolis,  1963. 

***  Laity  Bulletin  no.  15,  obtainable  from  the  Publications  Office  of  the 
WCC,  150  route  de  Ferney,  1211  Geneva  20  ; also  reprinted  in  Encounter  vol.  25  no.  1, 
together  with  other  papers  from  Montreal  Section  III,  obtainable  from  Christian  Theolo- 
gical Seminary,  Box  88267,  Indianapolis,  Ind.  46208,  USA. 
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“Apostolic  Succession”  (Encounter  25.1),  and  of  reports  on  negotiations  for 
church  union,  e.g.  The  Church  — its  Nature,  Function  and  Ordering, 
pp.  19-27.* 

A new  scheme  for  study  is  provided  by  Laity  no.  15,  namely  : a people  baptized 
for  service,  an  apostolic  life,  a charismatic  life,  a sacrificial  life.  Groups  should 
ask  about  the  ways  in  which  this  scheme  would  need  to  be  supplemented  and 
modified  in  such  a way  as  to  do  justice  to  the  actual  diversity  of  Christian  minis- 
tries. We  suggest,  for  instance,  that  attention  should  also  be  given  to  : 

(a)  the  eucharistic  life  of  the  Church,  and  indeed  to  the  significance  of  its 
whole  liturgical  life ; 

(b)  the  vocation  of  the  Church  to  be  in  herself  a fellowship  transcending 
barriers  of  race,  nation  and  culture.  (Here  it  is  desirable  for  groups  to  examine 
Laity  no.  15  and  to  ask  whether  other  terms  used  of  the  Church  in  the  New 
Testament  — say,  the  Bride  of  Christ,  the  heavenly  City,  the  Body  of  Christ  — 
lead  to  an  enlarged  view  of  the  ministry  and  function  of  the  whole  Church.  Cf. 
P.  S.  Minear,  Images  of  the  Church  in  the  New  Testament.)  ; 

(c)  the  role  of  the  Holy  Spirit  enabling  men  both  to  respond  continually 
to  the  reconciling  ministry  of  Christ  in  the  Church  and  to  carry  the  reconciling 
ministry  into  the  world. 


IV.  Ministries  in  the  Church 

The  redemptive  and  recreative  work  of  Christ  and  the  Holy  Spirit  is  continued 
in  and  through  the  whole  Church.  What  part  is  played  in  this  by  a regularly 
commissioned  ministry,  whether  this  be  described  as  “ordained”  or  not  ? 

We  propose  that  this  subject  should  be  studied  not  in  the  first  instance  by 
comparing  the  doctrine  of  the  ministry  in  various  traditions,  nor  by  immediately 
taking  up  familiar  controversial  problems,  but  from  a consideration  of  what  has 
always  to  be  done  in  and  by  the  Church,  so  that  the  work  of  Christ  may  become 
effective  in  the  lives  of  believers  and  made  known  throughout  the  world. 

We  suggest  that  it  would  be  wise  to  distinguish  from  the  beginning  between 
matters  of  principle,  and  particular  questions  to  be  discussed  in  the  light  of  these 
principles. 


A.  MATTERS  OF  PRINCIPLE 

These  might  be  discussed  under  the  following  heads  : 

1 . The  ministrations  necessary  for  the  life  and  mission  of  the  Church 

2.  The  principles  of  givenness  and  freedom 

3.  The  forms  and  functions  of  the  regular  commissioned  ministry 

* The  Second  Report  of  the  Joint  Commission  on  Church  Union  set  up  by  the 
Congregational  Union  of  Australia,  the  Methodist  Church  of  Australasia,  and  the 
Presbyterian  Church  of  Australia  : obtainable  from  the  Aldersgate  Press,  430  Little 
Collins  Street,  Melbourne  C.I.,  Victoria,  Australia,  or  from  WCC,  Geneva. 
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4.  The  qualifications  for  appointment  to  the  ministry,  and  the  nature  of 
ordination 

5.  The  authority  of  the  ministry. 


1 .  Ministrations  necessary  for  the  life  and  mission  of  the  Church 
These  include  : 

Worship,  prayer,  and  the  administration  of  the  sacraments  or  ordinances 
(how  many?),  preaching,  teaching,  evangelism  and  catechetical  instruction; 
episcope , pastoral  care  and  discipline ; the  service  of  society  and  those  in  need. 

How  does  each  of  these  serve  the  unity  of  the  Church  ? What  other  adminis- 
trations ought  to  be  considered  ? 


2.  The  principles  of  givenness  and  freedom 

By  these  ministrations  the  Church  acts  in  obedience  to  Jesus  Christ,  an  obe- 
dience which  is  freedom.  In  these  ways  the  Church  responds  to  the  power  and 
the  gifts  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  their  unity  and  diversity. 

Is  it  clear  from  the  Bible  or  any  other  authority  that  the  Church  has  been  given 
as  part  of  its  structure  a special  ministry  for  the  fulfilment  of  any  of  these  ministra- 
tions ? 

If  this  is  so,  are  there  forms  of  this  ministry  which  have  been  permanently  given 
to  the  Church,  or  are  they  given  ever  anew  in  the  life  of  the  Church  according  to 
circumstances  ? 

These  questions  require  an  examination  of  how  the  continuing  work  of  the  Holy 
Spirit  in  the  Church  is  interpreted. 


3.  The  forms  and  functions  of  the  ministry 

There  has  been  diversity  of  ministries  from  the  beginning.  In  what  way  do 
the  Bible  and  the  traditions  of  the  churches  teach  us  about  the  forms  of  the 
ministry  ? 

How  do  we  evaluate  new  ministries  which  appear  ? What  is  their  relation  to 
traditional  forms  of  ministry  ? 

How  does  one  explain  the  variation  and  multiplicity  of  the  forms  of  the 
ministry  in  the  New  Testament  and  in  Christian  history  ? What  are  the  implications 
of  this  for  our  doctrine  of  the  ministry  ? How  is  variation  related  to  continuity  ? 

Is  there  any  growing  consensus  of  Christian  opinion  today  about  the  given 
forms  and  necessary  functions  in  the  life  of  the  Church  ? In  this  connection,  we 
suggest  that  it  would  be  useful  to  receive  from  some  bishops  and  other  pastors  an 
account  of  the  way  in  which  their  ministry  is  actually  carried  out  from  day  to 
day. 


4.  The  qualifications  and  appointment  of  the  ministry , and  the  nature  of  ordination 

(a)  What  qualifications  are  demanded  in  the  various  churches?  And  what 
theological  significance  attaches  to  them? 
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How  far  do  these  qualifications  correspond  to  those  presupposed  in  the  New 
Testament,  the  early  Church,  or  at  any  other  decisive  point  in  Christian  history  ? 
(See  Montreal  Report  para.  95  d.)  The  place  given  to  intellectual  requirements  and 
considerations  of  character  might  also  be  investigated. 

(b)  If  ordination  is  essentially  the  act  of  Christ,  through  the  Holy  Spirit, 
in  his  Church : 

— how  does  the  Church  participate  in  this  act  ? 

— has  Christ  given  the  authority  to  ordain  to  the  whole  Church  ? to  the 
ministry  ? to  particular  ministers  ? 

— what  is  the  relation  of  the  act  of  ordaining  ministers  to  that  of  the  whole 
Church  ? 

— how  do  we  understand  the  work  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  binding  together  the 
action  of  Christ,  of  his  ministers,  and  of  his  Church  ? 

The  ordination  rites  of  the  churches  might  profitably  be  examined  at  this 

point. 

(c)  If  ordination  is  essentially  ordination  to  the  ministry  of  the  whole  Church  : 

— in  the  state  of  division,  can  a minister  be  said  on  ordination  to  become  a 
minister  of  the  whole  Church  ? 

— can  a single  congregation  acting  by  itself  represent  the  whole  Church  ? 

(d)  What  are  the  essential  elements  in  the  act  of  ordination?  Is  there  a 
necessary  form,  matter  and  intention  ? In  what  sense  has  ordination  a sacra- 
mental character  ? Is  it  a sacrament  ? If  so,  how  is  it  related  to  other  sacraments, 
in  particular  to  the  Eucharist  ? In  discussing  these  and  related  questions  a compa- 
rative study  of  the  doctrine  of  the  various  churches  is  inescapable. 

(e)  Is  ordination  an  act  of  recognition  or  is  something  conveyed?  If  the 
latter,  what  is  conveyed  ? Sacerdotium  ? Indelible  character  ? Grace?  Authority  ? 
A commission  ? 

What  responsibilities  are  laid  upon  a man  in  ordination  ? How  are  status  and 
responsibilities  related  to  one  another  ? 

(f)  Where  the  term  “ordination”  is  not  used,  what  are  the  theological  pre- 
suppositions underlying  the  use  of  terms  such  as  dedication,  consecration,  com- 
missioning, appointment,  installation  or  induction  ? 

(g)  What  is  involved  in  the  conception  of  a ministerial  order  ? Need  this 
involve  a notion  of  “clerical  caste”  ? Does  ordination  commit  a man  to  a special 
ascetic  discipline  or  a way  of  life  which  distinguishes  him  from  other  Christians  ? 
(cf.  Laity  no.  15,  1.3). 

(k)  Is  ordination  lifelong  ? If  it  may  be  terminated  earlier,  by  what  authority 
and  for  what  reasons  ? 

5.  The  authority  of  the  ministry 

In  what  sense  do  ministers  participate  in  Christ’s  authority  ? In  answering 
this  question,  groups  should  begin  from  a study  of  the  authority  exercised  by 
Christ  as  servant  of  the  Kingdom  of  God,  and  should  distinguish  those  elements 
which  are  unique  to  his  ministry  and  those  which  are  reflected  in  the  ministry  of, 
and  in,  the  Church. 
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Similarly,  a study  might  be  undertaken  of  the  authority  of  the  apostles,  as 
exemplified  in  Paul’s  dealings  with  the  churches,  especially  those  which  he  founded. 
Which  elements  in  apostolic  authority  are  unique  to  the  first  apostles,  and  which 
are  reflected  in  the  ministry  of,  and  in,  the  Church  ? 

Attention  should  be  given  to  the  sphere,  as  well  as  to  the  character,  of  minis- 
terial authority.  Groups  may  wish  to  analyse  the  operations  of  this  authority 
in  the  several  ministrations  referred  to  in  A.l  above. 

In  discussing  the  exercise  of  authority  in  these  cases,  we  should  distinguish 
between  those  cases  in  which  authority  is  affected  by  the  personal  qualities  of  the 
minister,  and  those  where  it  is  not ; and  we  should  ask  whether  there  are  some 
acts  of  authority  to  which  obedience  can  properly  be  required,  distinguishing 
between  imperative  and  indicative  authority. 

Discussion  of  the  authority  of  the  minister  should  not  be  confined  to  that  of  a 
single  minister,  but  the  corporate  and  hierarchical  aspects  of  authority  should 
also  be  examined. 

To  conclude : 

How  is  ministerial  authority  affected  by  the  divisions  of  the  Church  ? A minister 
of  Christ  is  unquestionably  commissioned  to  serve  the  world.  Does  this  mean 
that  he  shares  in  any  way  in  Christ’s  authority  over  the  world  ? 


B.  PARTICULAR  QUESTIONS 

There  are  subjects  which  require  particular  consideration  in  the  light  of  the 
more  general  discussion.  Some  of  these  subjects  may  well  have  received  consider- 
able attention  in  the  discussion  of  matters  of  principle ; but  it  may  be  desirable 
that  they  should  now  be  given  specific  attention.  Individual  groups  may  wish 
to  take  up  one  or  more  of  these  topics  : 

1.  Apostolic  Succession 

2.  Priesthood 

3.  Diaconate 

4.  The  ordination  of  women 

5.  The  unification  of  ministries  in  recent  plans  for  church  union 

6.  Episcopal  and  patriarchal  authority,  and  the  problem  of  primacy. 


V.  Methods  of  study 

(a)  The  committee  recommends  that  a number  of  groups  working  in  various 
continents  should  serve  both  the  central  Faith  and  Order  interest  and  also  a 
particular  situation  (e.g.  church  union  negotiations)  in  their  own  continent, 
where  the  Ministry  is  an  immediate  ecumenical  issue.  It  is  suggested  that  repre- 
sentatives of  these  groups  should  meet  for  a consultation,  if  possible  before  the 
1967  meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission. 

(b ) The  committee  recognizes  that  some  of  the  groups  may  also  be  involved 
in  the  study  on  Theological  Education  conducted  by  the  WCC  Division  of  Studies. 


52 


Groups  which  are  not  so  involved  should  take  account  of  the  progress  of  that 
study.  (Enquiries  may  be  addressed  to  the  Rev.  S.  G.  Mackie,  150  route  de 
Ferney,  Geneva.) 

(c)  In  view  of  the  difficulty  being  experienced  by  a number  of  member  chur- 
ches with  regard  to  the  unification  of  the  ministry  in  negotiations  for  church  union, 
it  would  be  helpful  if  a survey  could  be  made  of  the  different  proposals  found  in 
various  union  schemes  for  bringing  this  into  effect. 

(d)  The  committee  reminds  groups  of  the  importance  of  associating  lay 
people  with  their  work  of  study. 

(e)  It  would  be  helpful  if  a glossary  of  terms  relating  to  the  special  ministry 
could  be  compiled  (at  least)  in  English,  French  and  German. 


* 


* 
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REPORT  OF  COMMITTEE  III, 

AS  AMENDED  AFTER  PLENARY  DISCUSSION 


THE  EUCHARIST  — A SACRAMENT  OF  UNITY 


A. 

The  question  before  us  is  not  that  of  the  Eucharist  in  general,  but  more  parti- 
cularly that  of  the  Eucharist  in  its  relation  to  the  unity  and  disunity  of  the  Church. 
This  question  is  one  which  has  constantly  been  before  the  churches  in  one  form 
or  another.  In  most  church  union  negotiations  also,  the  problem  of  eucharistic 
division  has  arisen  and  has  sometimes  impeded  progress.  The  Fourth  World 
Conference  on  Faith  and  Order  at  Montreal  recommended  “that  the  Faith  and 
Order  Commission  should  institute  an  extended  study  of  eucharistic  theology, 
especially  in  view  of  recent  developments  in  ecclesiology”.  The  committee  endor- 
ses this  recommendation  and  accordingly  the  following  outline  of  study  is  suggest- 
ed. (For  its  proposed  use,  see  recommendations  on  method,  pp.  56  f.) 


B.  Introduction 

The  Eucharist  should  be  firmly  set  within  the  context  of  the  whole  worshipping 
life  of  the  Church,  cp.  the  Reports  of  the  Theological  Commission  on  Worship, 
1954-63.*  Some  Christian  traditions  have  treated  the  Eucharist  as  of  greater 
importance,  and  celebrated  it  with  greater  frequency,  than  others ; but  most  are 
increasingly  convinced  today  of  its  vital  significance  for  their  life  and  thought. 

The  study  to  be  undertaken  should  be  introduced  by : 

(1)  A summary  of  the  work  already  done  in  this  field  within  the  ecumenical 
movement,  indicating  the  extent  and  limits  of  consensus ; 

(2)  An  account  of  other  relevant  biblical,  theological  and  liturgical  studies 
already  undertaken. 


C.  Chapter  I 

This  should  be  concerned  with  the  relevant  biblical  texts  and  themes.  The 
exegetical  study  should  take  care  to  recognize  any  diversity  which  may  be  appa- 
rent within  the  New  Testament  itself. 

* Faith  and  Order  Findings,  SCM  Press,  London,  and  Augsburg  Publishing 
House,  Minneapolis,  1963. 
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D.  Chapter  II 

This  should  be  concerned  with  the  ancient  liturgies  and  their  development  up 
to  the  present  date.  Particular  attention  would  be  devoted  to  the  components 
usually  included  in  the  Great  Prayer  (Anaphora) . The  relation  of  Agape  with 
Eucharist  would  require  special  study.  The  aim  here  will  not  be  purely  academic  ; 
it  will  rather  be  to  see  the  matter  in  a theological  perspective,  so  that  present 
differences  and  difficulties  may  be  illuminated. 

E.  Chapter  III 

The  impact  of  the  Reformation  on  eucharistic  faith  and  practice  and  the 
resultant  diversity  should  be  examined  in  a theological  perspective  as  in  Chapter  II. 
This  part  of  the  study  should  include  reference  to  those  traditions  in  which  the 
Eucharist  as  ordinarily  understood  is  not  celebrated. 

F.  Chapter  IV.  The  Eucharist  as  sacrament 

Among  the  questions  to  be  examined  are  the  following : 

(a)  The  presence  of  Christ  in  the  Eucharist 

(b)  In  what  sense  is  a sacrifice  taking  place  when  the  Eucharist  is  celebrated  ? 

( c)  How  is  the  activity  of  the  Holy  Spirit  to  be  understood  when  the  Eucharist 
is  celebrated  ? 

G.  Chapter  V.  The  Eucharist  as  a transforming  power 

(a)  The  meaning  of  the  consecration  of  the  elements  — what  does  it  mean 
that  the  Church  may  take  matter  to  become  the  vehicle  of  the  divine  ? 

(b)  The  examination  of  the  Eucharist  as  eschatological  expectation  and  anti- 
cipation 

(c)  The  meaning  of  the  Eucharist  as  a medicine  for  the  remission  of  sins  and 
the  healing  of  those  who  partake 

(d)  The  missionary  impulse  of  the  Eucharist  — what  follows  from  the  obli- 
gation of  participants  in  the  Eucharist  to  invite  the  world  to  reconciliation 
with  God? 

H.  Chapter  VI.  The  Eucharist  and  the  Church 

(a)  Eucharist  and  Baptism.  What  is  the  connection  between  the  two? 
In  what  way  does  Baptism  qualify  for  admission  to  the  Eucharist  ? 

(b)  Eucharist  and  Church.  In  what  sense  is  the  Eucharist  constitutive  of  the 
Church  ? 

(c)  Eucharist  and  Ministry.  What  considerations  determine  the  proper 
ordering  of  the  Lord’s  Table  ? Here  arise  such  questions  as  : “What, 
in  the  eyes  of  those  who  judge  episcopal  ordination  to  be  necessary,  are 
sacraments  celebrated  by  ministers  not  episcopally  ordained  ?”  “May 
laymen  celebrate?”  “What  is  the  theological  justification  for  the  principle 
of  ‘economy’  ? ” 
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(d)  Eucharist  and  the  Word.  What  is  the  relation  of  the  Eucharist  to  the 
ministry  of  the  Word  ? Must  the  former  always  include  the  latter  ? 

( e)  The  Eucharist  and  discipline.  Here  questions  arise  concerning  traditions 
and  contemporary  practice  in  “fencing  the  table”  against  those  in  heresy 
or  schism,  offenders  against  matrimonial  discipline,  etc. 

I.  Chapter  VII.  The  Eucharist  and  unity 

It  may  be  hoped  that  study  in  terms  of  the  preceding  four  chapters  will  remove 
difficulties  in  the  way  of  conceiving  the  Eucharist  as  a sacrament  of  unity. 

In  particular,  light  should  have  been  thrown  on  : 

(a)  Intercommunion  as  a provisional  answer  to  the  anomalous  situation 
of  disunity.  A reconsideration  of  the  Lund  terminology  should  be  under- 
taken. 

(b)  The  following  questions  : What  are  the  components  commonly  included 
in  a eucharistic  liturgy  (see  Montreal  Report,  para.  118  b)?  Is  a common 
liturgy  desirable?  By  the  same  token,  what  is  legitimate  diversity  in 
faith  and  practice  ? Consider,  e.g.  the  influence  of  different  cultures  upon 
the  exclusive  use  of  bread  and  wine. 

(c)  The  place  to  be  given  to  the  Eucharist  while  churches  in  negotiation 
are  moving  towards  greater  unity  or  union. 

J.  Method  of  study 

In  recommending  a method  for  this  study,  we  are  governed  by  the  following 
considerations  : 

(a)  The  study  should  have  the  benefit  of  the  best  theological  resources 
available  in  this  field,  both  from  within  the  membership  of  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  itself  and  from  scholars  outside  it,  whether 
belonging  to  WCC  member  churches  or  not. 

(b)  As  is  fitting  in  an  ecumenical  study,  the  interest  of  the  churches  in  its 
progress  should  be  engaged,  wherever  possible,  and  its  results  communi- 
cated to  them  in  the  most  useful  form. 

(c)  A single  report  should  be  produced  on  completion  of  the  study,  with 
an  interim  report  at  an  earlier  stage  if  possible. 

(d)  A reasonable  economy  of  time  and  money  needs  to  be  maintained,  espe- 
cially when  considering  international  meetings  involving  long-distance 
travel. 

K. 

We  therefore  recommend : 

1 . That  the  conduct  of  the  study  be  in  the  hands  of  a small  ecumenical 

Commission,  assisted  by  the  Secretariat ; this  Commission  to  be  set  up  with 

the  minimum  of  delay,  by  invitation  of  the  staff  and  with  the  approval  of  the 

Working  Committee. 
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2.  That  the  outline  of  the  study  given  above  be  submitted  to  members  of 
the  Commission  before  their  first  meeting. 

3 . That  the  Secretariat  be  asked  to  co-ordinate  this  study  with  other  relevant 
studies  in  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

4.  That  the  Commission  be  asked  to  present  at  least  an  interim  report  to 
the  next  meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  in  1967. 

5.  That  the  Commission  and  the  Faith  and  Order  staff  should  bear  in  mind 
the  possibility  of  inviting  existing  research  centres,  etc.  to  make  particular 
contributions  to  the  study  where  appropriate. 


L. 


Having  also  in  mind  the  frequently  expressed  desire  of  regional  and  national 
Faith  and  Order  groups  to  take  some  part  in  world-wide  ecumenical  studies,  we 
further  recommend  that  a study  guide  should  be  prepared  on  the  theme  of  the 
Eucharist,  by  one  or  more  writers  responsible  to  the  above-mentioned  Commission. 
Should  it  prove  impossible  to  complete  the  study  guide  within  the  first  year,  the 
writer(s)  should  first  concentrate  upon  the  work  previously  carried  out  in  this 
field  by  the  Faith  and  Order  movement,  and  upon  the  biblical  and  patristic 
evidence  concerning  the  Eucharist  (i.e.  Chapters  I-III  of  the  outline  given  above). 
Thereafter,  further  instalments  of  the  guide  might  be  issued  according  to  the 
progress  of  the  Commission’s  work.  The  use  of  such  a guide  in  various  parts  of  the 
world  should  help  to  ensure  a common  direction  for  the  study  and  to  elicit  diverse 
contributions  which  could  assist  the  thinking  of  the  Commission. 
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REPORT  OF  COMMITTEE  IV, 

AS  AMENDED  AFTER  PLENARY  DISCUSSION 


SPIRIT,  ORDER  AND  ORGANIZATION 


1.  The  New  Delhi  Statement  suggests  that  the  unity  which  is  God’s  will  and 
gift  is  being  made  visible  as  all  who  are  baptized  into  Jesus  Christ  and  confess 
him  as  Lord  and  Saviour  are  brought  by  the  Holy  Spirit  into  one  fully  com- 
mitted fellowship.  This  understanding  of  the  action  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in 
guiding  Christians  towards  unity  is  important  and  needs  to  be  fully  explored 
in  the  light  of  the  biblical  and  historical  doctrine  of  the  Spirit. 

2.  Such  an  exploration  also  involves  a consideration  of  the  forms  and  structures 
of  the  Church  ; for  it  is  plain  that,  although  some  patterns  of  Christian  orga- 
nization serve  to  promote  the  unity  which  is  according  to  the  Spirit,  others 
are  hostile  to  the  realization  of  “one  fully  committed  fellowship”.  This 
situation  requires  us  to  ask,  and  to  seek  to  answer,  many  questions  about  the 
nature  of  fellowship  and  its  manifestation  in  the  contemporary  situation. 
We  recognize  that  the  Holy  Spirit  is  the  source  of  continuity  in  the  life  of  the 
Church.  God,  who  is  continually  at  work  in  his  whole  creation,  brings  the 
Church  into  being  by  his  self-revelation  and  redemptive  act  in  his  Son  Jesus 
Christ  our  Lord,  and  acts  by  his  Spirit  in  and  through  the  Church  for  the  ful- 
filment of  his  eternal  purpose.  The  Church  which  is  born  of  the  Spirit  lives 
by  the  Spirit. 

3.  Where  there  is  life,  there  is  necessarily  growth  and  change.  The  Spirit  as 
judging  and  transforming  power  is  to  be  discerned  both  in  the  ongoing  life 
and  tradition  of  the  Church  and  in  changes  which  have  already  occurred  or 
which  are  occurring  today.  A study  of  contemporary  changes  therefore 
requires  us  to  ask  questions  about  the  nature  of  the  Church’s  life  and  about 
the  activity  of  the  Spirit. 

4.  Before  we  pursue  these  questions  we  should  notice  that  the  activity  of  the 
Spirit  in  the  Church  has  been  understood  in  different,  though  not  mutually 
exclusive,  ways.  Some  consider  that  it  is  in  establishing  and  maintaining  an 
order  of  church  life  that  the  Spirit  guarantees  stability  of  fellowship  and 
comprehensive  communication  of  the  faith.  Some  perceive  the  work  of  the 
Spirit  in  personal  experiences  and  in  the  formation  of  visible  communities 
engaged  in  witness  and  service.  Some  are  at  present  finding  evidence  of  the 
Spirit  when  they  share  in  fresh  forms  of  Christian  community  and  service. 
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5.  All  these  ways  of  understanding  the  activities  of  the  Spirit  raise  questions, 
e.g.  : 

How  can  personal  witness  and  endeavour  be  controlled  by  sound  criteria  in 
an  age  of  many  experiments  ? 

How  should  new  forms  of  community  and  service  be  evaluated  ? 

What  questions  do  these  new  forms  raise  about  the  activity  of  the  Spirit  and 
about  traditional  patterns  of  church  life  ? 

It  is  clear  that  the  situation  in  which  the  Church  is  placed  everywhere,  compels 
us  to  ask  questions  about  order  and  organization  in  the  Church,  and  these 
questions  must  in  turn  be  related  to  a fresh  consideration  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  Holy  Spirit. 

6.  We  are  convinced,  however,  that  a theological  study  of  this  kind  must  begin 
with  careful  attention  to  actual  situations  in  the  world  and  in  the  churches. 
Such  an  empirical  starting-point  will  enable  us  to  carry  out  our  work  con- 
cretely ; for  we  cannot  accept  the  idea  that  a true  understanding  of  the  work 
of  the  Spirit  in  the  Church  and  of  the  nature  of  the  Church  can  be  gained 
simply  by  the  method  of  doctrinal  deduction.  We  believe  that,  through  such 
empirical  investigations,  we  shall  be  able  to  see  more  clearly  what  is  involved 
in  a study  of  the  relation  between  the  Holy  Spirit  and  the  Church. 

7.  We  therefore  propose  that  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  initiate  a pro- 
gramme of  study  which  would  be  concerned  with  such  questions  as  the  follow- 
ing : 

a)  The  local  Church. 

What  are  the  status  and  function  of  the  local  Church  (whether  understood 
as  local  congregation  or  as  diocese),  in  terms  of  “church  order’’  as  this 
is  variously  understood  ? 

How  far  are  the  activities  and  life  of  local  churches  consistent  with  the 
doctrines  of  church  order  which  they  formally  profess  ? 

If  there  are  discrepancies  between  practice  and  profession,  what  signifi- 
cance have  these  discrepancies  for  an  understanding  of  the  validity  of 
church  order? 

If  the  local  churches  are  to  present  a common  witness  on  denominational, 
national  and  international  levels,  does  such  a witness  imply  organization  ? 
If  so,  according  to  what  pattern  ? 

b)  Other  forms  of  church  life. 

There  are  also  forms  of  church  life,  many  of  them  quite  new,  which  have 
arisen  all  over  the  world  in  order  to  extend  the  mission  of  the  Church. 
These  include  such  diverse  entities  as  youth  movements,  vocational  groups, 
religious  orders,  theological  schools,  evangelical  academies,  house  churches 
and  ad  hoc  groups  formed  in  response  to  some  specific  concern  (e.g.  action 
groups  in  the  racial  struggle  or  in  peace  movements). 

Such  developments  question  our  usual  understandings  of  church  order. 
We  therefore  ask  that  the  problem  of  the  ecclesiastical  status  of  some 
selected  groups  should  be  raised ; then  the  question  might  be  posed  in  its 
most  acute  form  by  asking  whether  ecclesiastical  recognition  and  accredita- 
tion of  such  groups  could  or  should  be  given.  To  what  extent  can  they 
be  said  to  be  the  Church  in  one  of  its  proper  forms  ? To  what  extent  do 
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they  call  into  question  the  normative  role  now  played  by  geographically 
organized  parishes  ? Can  they  be  regarded  as  appropriate  places  for  the 
preaching  of  the  Word  and  the  celebration  of  Holy  Communion  ? We 
hope  that  such  questions  could  ultimately  be  submitted  to  church  authorities 
for  their  consideration. 

c)  Larger  structures  of  church  life. 

Attention  should  also  be  paid  to  questions  about  the  ecclesiastical  function 
and  status  of  such  larger  structures  of  church  life  as  denominations, 
autocephalous  churches,  national  churches,  and  councils  of  churches. 
We  should  also  mention  indigenous  forms  of  church  life  now  being  develop- 
ed in  the  younger  churches  and  new  forms  emerging  in  church  union 
negotiations,  since  they  may  make  a contribution  to  our  study. 

8.  To  initiate  and  supervise  the  proposed  study  we  suggest  a small  international 
committee  which  in  co-operation  with  the  Faith  and  Order  Secretariat,  should 
start  study  on  one  aspect  of  our  wide-ranging  theme  ; obtain  the  co-operation 
of  qualified  individuals,  regional  study  groups  and  sociological  institutes  who 
could  help  the  total  study  through  empirical  investigation ; and  initiate  an 
examination  of  existing  studies  which  relate  to  the  theme  (e.g.  Institutionalism 
and  Church  Unity,  Authority  and  Power  in  the  Free  Church  Tradition, 
various  issues  of  Concept,  appropriate  secular  studies). 

9.  The  results  of  this  empirical  work  would  then  have  to  be  examined  in  connec- 
tion with  the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  This  would  mean  a fresh  and  vigorous 
examination  of  that  doctrine  in  its  biblical  and  historical  forms,  in  order : 

a)  To  allow  the  results  of  the  study  to  ask  questions  about  our  understanding 
of  the  nature  and  work  of  the  Spirit ; 

b)  To  assess  the  significance  of  the  data  provided  by  the  study  and  to  offer 
guidance  to  help  the  churches  in  their  contemporary  situations  and  search 
for  unity. 
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BIBLICAL  HERMENEUTICS  AND  ITS  SIGNIFICANCE 
FOR  THE  ECUMENICAL  MOVEMENT 

E.  Dinkier 

(Translated  from  the  German) 


SUGGESTIONS  FOR  AN  ECUMENICAL  STUDY  PROGRAMME 


Preface 

During  a consultation  at  Bad  Schauenburg,  Basel,  from  May  27  - June  1‘ 
1964,  which  was  instigated  and  organized  jointly  by  the  Division  of  Studies  and 
the  Commission  on  Faith  and  Order,  the  following  considerations  and  proposi- 
tions formed  the  basis  of  discussion.  The  author  of  this  paper  takes  full  respon- 
sibility for  its  wording.  However,  the  underlying  intention  of  the  various  ques- 
tions and  propositions  is  the  consensus  of  all  participants.  They  worked  them 
out  during  long  sessions  of  textual  exegesis  and  in  fruitful  discussion  of  the  prob- 
lems of  the  history  of  the  canon. 

I.  The  Necessity  for  an  Ecumenical  Study  Project  on  « Hermeneutics  » 

In  the  report  of  Section  II  of  the  Fourth  World  Conference  on  Faith  and 
Order  at  Montreal,  during  discussions  on  the  relation  of  Scripture  and  Tradition 
to  one  another,  the  following  statement  was  made : “We  can  say  that  we  exist 
as  Christians  by  the  Tradition  of  the  Gospel  (the  par  ado  sis  of  the  Kerygma) 
testified  in  Scripture,  transmitted  in  and  by  the  church  through  the  power  of  the 
Holy  Spirit  (§45).”  This  statement  uses  the  N.T.  terms  “Kerygma”  and  “Para- 
dosis”  to  point  to  factors  present  in  Scripture.  Thus  a very  decisive  step  forward 
has  been  taken,  the  full  scope  of  which  is  as  yet  to  be  explored.  Since  neither 
term  can  be  looked  at  in  abstraction,  the  Montreal  phrase  does  little  more  than 
point  to  the  direction  which  our  searching  will  have  to  take.  What  is  “ the  Keryg- 
ma” ? Is  it  merely  the  action  of  God  in  Israel  and  in  Jesus  Christ  as  a revelatory 
event  ? Is  it  always  interpretation  — theological  interpretation  — of  God’s 
action,  and  therefore  never  to  be  seen  in  isolation  from  it  ? If,  however,  God’s 
action  comes  to  us  in  the  form  of  “Kerygma”  in  theological  interpretation  only, 
which  of  the  Biblical  interpretations  are  the  normative  ones  ? What  are  we  to 
understand  by  the  par  ado  sis  of  the  Kerygma  ? In  the  first  place,  it  certainly  is 
the  transmission  of  the  message  convening  God’s  action.  But  do  we  mean  by  it 
only  that  tradition  of  the  Kerygma  which  has  become  Scripture,  i.e.  the  par  ado  sis 
of  the  Canon  ? Would  one  have  to  limit  oneself  to  the  ipsissima  verba  of  Jesus 
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and  the  apostles  in  order  to  effect  transmission  ( Weitertragen ) in  the  sense  of 
par  ado  sis  ( =paradidonai ) ? All  these  questions  force  upon  us  the  necessity  of 
serious  reflection  on  Biblical  hermeneutics. 

The  Montreal  statement  made  a step  forward  in  taking  us  to  the  Scriptures. 
At  the  same  time  it  also  stimulated  a vast  number  of  questions.  These  questions 
in  no  way  deal  exclusively  and  solely  with  the  scientific  method  of  biblical  inter- 
pretation. They  seek  to  focus  attention  on  the  role  of  the  Holy  Spirit  in  the 
process  of  understanding  the  Bible  and  to  determine  the  relation  of  historico- 
critical  exegesis  and  non-scholarly  Bible  study  to  one  another.  Is  the  latter  to  be 
welcomed  as  edifying  ? Does  it  have  theological  value  when  it  is  complemented 
by  a critical  approach  in  the  proclamation  of  the  word?  Is  our  proclamation 
bound  to  a correct  understanding  of  the  biblical  texts  and  thus  dependent  upon 
biblical  hermeneutics  for  a foundation  ? 

The  helpfulness  of  reflection  on  the  basic  questions  of  biblical  hermeneutics  for 
our  present  situation  has  become  apparent  during  our  common  work  at  Bad 
Schauenburg.  In  the  course  of  our  common  exegesis  we  found  present,  to  a grow- 
ing degree,  an  openness  to  the  demands  of  the  text,  coupled  with  a readiness  to 
give  up  preconceived  ideas  and  a willingness  to  discuss  freely  the  hermeneutical 
problem  inherent  in  exegesis.  This  was  true  despite  the  varied  background  of 
the  participants  and  the  “mould”  each  one  had  received  through  his  own  tradition. 
On  the  other  hand,  we  must  not  underestimate  the  dangerous  elements  in  this 
“ helpfulness ” . The  hermeneutical  search  is  concerned  not  only  with  methodology 
but  with  truth.  Up  to  the  present  it  may  have  been  sufficient  on  the  whole  to 
point  to  the  common  authority  of  the  Bible  which  is  affirmed  by  all  the  separated 
churches.  Now  we  are  asking  to  what  extent  we  agree  on  the  answer  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  Kerygma  as  the  divisive  and  decisive  message  of  God,  and  where  we 
stand  with  regard  to  the  constitutive  “ paradosis  of  the  Kerygma 

Among  the  various  churches  within  the  WCC  a common  mind  (Gemeinsam- 
keit)  on  biblical  hermeneutics  has  been  found  lacking  so  far.  This  lack  proves 
disturbing  in  various  ways  : 

— In  almost  every  church  the  equal  value  of  the  canonical  books  is  affirmed 
by  its  theologians.  In  practice,  however,  many  churches  do  not  follow 
their  profession.  In  the  liturgy,  or  in  the  selection  of  the  pericopes  for 
Sunday,  they  establish  an  unpremeditated  selection  from  within  the  canon 
as  the  valid  norm  for  the  worship  of  the  church.  A striking  case  in  point 
might  be  the  varied  use  or  position  of  the  O.T.  in  worship.  Another  example 
would  be  the  fundamental  liturgical  preeminence  of  the  four  gospels,  as 
if  the  Epistles  did  not  testify  to  the  “evangelion” . 

— We  all  affirm  the  authority  of  the  Bible.  Thus  we  fall  prey  to  the  temptation 
of  establishing  our  own  tradition  as  the  only  valid  one,  by  wilfully  tearing 
dicta  probantia  out  of  their  context  and  positing  them  as  “proof-texts” 
at  ecumenical  conferences. 

— A few  of  the  documents  published  in  past  decades  by  the  Division  of 
Studies,  or  by  commissions  thereof,  prove  weakest  in  their  biblical  basis, 
because  the  real  problem  of  the  study  has  been  obscured  by  a previously 
“approved”  selection  of  biblical  passages. 

— Ecumenical  encounters  have  undoubtedly  contributed  to  an  increased 
use  in  scholarly  exegesis  of  commentaries  in  foreign  languages  or  of  different 
denominational  colouring.  Nevertheless,  the  richness  of  the  history  of 
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interpretation  is  evident  only  in  one-sidedness  and  chance,  thus  considerably 
limiting  the  openness  of  the  exegete  to  the  possibilities  of  the  text  under 
consideration. 

The  above  examples  may  be  multiplied  at  will.  They  show  the  crying  need  for 
a study  project  on  biblical  hermeneutics  and  its  significance  for  the  ecumenical 
movement  at  the  present  time.  It  must  be  presupposed  that  the  work  be  done  in 
groups  consisting  of  scholars  of  exegesis,  patristics  and  systematics  who  come 
from  various  denominations.  The  hermeneutical  question  must  not  be  seen  as 
being  peculiar  to  the  N.T. ; not  even  as  biblical  hermeneutics  is  it  limited  to 
O.T.  and  N.T.  alone.  In  essence  it  is  a fundamental  theological  task,  cutting 
across  all  theological  disciplines.  In  this  fact  lie  the  ecumenically  promising,  as 
well  as  the  dangerous,  elements. 

II.  Concerning  the  History  of  Biblical  Hermeneutics 

The  quest  for  an  adequate  understanding  of  a biblical  text  is  — apart  from 
the  developments  in  late  Judaism  — as  old  as  the  Church.  It  is  older  than  the 
canon  of  N.T.  writings.  Implicitly  it  is  given  even  in  the  message  of  Jesus  when 
the  antitheses  of  the  sermon  on  the  mount  interpret  the  Torah  by  the  law  of  love, 
and  as  a returning  (Riickgrijf)  to  the  actual  intention  of  God’s  will.  Here,  as  well 
as  explicitly  in  Luke’s  Gospel  (Luke  24 : 27)  it  is  the  right  interpretation  of  the 
Scriptures  — i.e.  our  O.T.  — which  transforms  the  quest  for  the  correct  under- 
standing into  a theological  task.  We  are  not  concerned  at  this  point  with  the  history 
of  biblical  hermeneutics  or  with  the  development  of  the  term  in  the  history  of  the 
Church.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the  question  of  the  adequate  understanding  of 
biblical  texts  is  neither  a product  of  the  Reformation  nor  of  twentieth  century 
theology.  It  is  rather  inherent  in  theology,  which  may  be  defined  as  the  effort  to 
clarify  the  terms  of  our  Christian  confession  and  the  object  of  faith. 

The  more  the  ecumenical  movement  tended  away  from  pragmatism  and 
comparative  ecclesiology  by  moving  toward  a Christological  method,  the  more 
forcefully  did  the  hermeneutical  question,  along  with  the  question  of  truth, 
suggest  itself  as  a theme.  So  far  it  had  been  an  unresolved  problem,  often  circum- 
vented, but  never  tackled.  That  we  are  being  confronted  with  hermeneutics  as 
an  ecumenical  problem  is  evidence  of  being  on  the  path,  but  it  is  also  a tension 
— producing  a criterion  of  the  seriousness  and  aim  of  ecumenical  work  and 
encounter.* 

* In  previous  ecumenical  documents,  hermeneutics  was  referred  to  frequently. 

This  question  has  so  far,  however,  not  been  made  the  theme  of  a study. 

We  refer  to  : 

From  the  Bible  to  the  Modern  World  (Conferences  in  London  1946  and  Bossey  1947)  : 

Der  Weg  von  der  Bibel  zur  Welt,  published  by  the  Division  of  Studies  of  the 
WCC,  1948. 

Guiding  principles  for  the  interpretation  of  the  Bible  (Consultation  at  Wadham 
College,  Oxford,  1949)  in  : The  Lordship  of  Christ  over  the  World  and  the  Church, 
published  by  the  Division  of  Studies,  WCC,  1957. 

Die  Autoritat  der  Bibel  heute,  ed.  A.  Richardson  and  W.  Schweitzer,  Zurich,  1951 

Biblical  Authority  for  Today,  London,  1951. 

The  Hermeneutical  Problem,  in  : Bulletin  of  the  Division  of  Studies  (The  Mis- 
sionary Task  of  the  Church),  Vol.  VII,  No.  2. 

Wolfgang  Schweitzer,  Schrift  und  Dogma  in  der  Oekumene,  Giitersloh  1953. 
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III.  The  Question  of  the  Relation  of  Principles  of  General 
Hermeneutics  to  Biblical  Hermeneutics 

Ever  since  Greek  antiquity,  certain  classical  rules  for  an  understanding  of 
texts  of  the  past  have  been  formulated.  These  applied  to  all  texts,  whether  of  a 
philosophical,  legal,  or  religious  nature.  While  they  are  partly  rules  of  common 
sense,  these  classical  rules  of  general  hermeneutics  must  be  listed  at  this  point : 

1)  A formal  analysis  of  style  and  a determining  of  the  literary  character 
and  composition  of  any  given  text  is  essential.  The  context  of  a single  passage 
must  be  considered,  while  its  interpretation  must  in  turn  be  made  available  for 
the  understanding  of  the  context. 

2)  In  the  understanding  of  foreign-language  texts,  some  philological  know- 
ledge is  a prerequisite  for  an  adequate  translation  of  the  text.  The  specific,  histo- 
rically determined  vocabulary,  requires  close  attention.  (In  the  case  of  transla- 
tions into  one’s  mother  tongue  that  have  themselves  become  “classical”  — al- 
though they  may  appear  archaic  to  modern  ears  — the  same  rule  applies  — 
mutatis  mutandis  — as  in  the  case  of  a foreign-language  text.) 

3)  Historical  knowledge  is  required  for  an  understanding  of  the  texts  in  their 
cultural  and  political  environment.  Special  care  is  required  to  determine  the 
immediate  environment  of  any  given  text.  The  same  applies  to  the  selection  of 
contemporary  texts  to  be  used  as  primary  means  of  reference.  A narrowing-down 
of  the  reference  material  easily  results  in  a predetermined  decision  on  what  the 
text  says. 

4)  To  understand  the  theme  of  the  text  in  the  intention  of  the  author,  a certain 
“ affinity ” of  the  interpreter  with  the  matter  under  discussion  in  the  text  is  prerequi- 
site. In  English  we  would  speak  of  “empathy”.  A better  word  in  German  is 
“ Lebensverhaltnis ” — a live  (=  living)  relationship  — to  the  object  of  the  theme 
(since  “empathy”  tends  to  have  a psychologizing  under-tone). 

5)  The  interpreter  of  historical  texts  approaches  the  text  with  a personal 
interest.  His  questions  arise  out  of  well-defined  or  vaguely  conscious  life-situa- 
tions. While  this  limits  the  horizon  of  possible  understanding,  it  deepens  insight. 
Only  when  the  exegete  places  himself  under  the  text,  when  he  is  prepared  to  have 
his  questions  corrected  by  the  intention  of  the  text  during  his  investigation,  does 
he  do  justice  to  the  text.  This  reverse  movement  of  the  exegete,  from  an  interested 
interrogator  to  one  who  is  himself  questioned  and  prepared  to  exercise  self- 
correction, is  paramount  to  any  search  for  a correct  understanding. 

The  crucial  question  now  is  to  what  extent  these  general  rules  can  be  used  in 
biblical  interpretation.  If  we  start  with  the  pre-supposition  that  any  exegetical 
work  within  the  ecumenical  movement  must  begin  with  the  original  languages  of  the 
Bible  (i.e.  Hebrew  for  the  O.T.  and  Greek  for  the  N.T.),  — if  only  for  the  sake 
of  a common  text  — then  a whole-scale  acceptance  of  the  above  classical  rules 
suggests  itself  readily  as  the  right  method  of  understanding  the  Bible.  To  us, 
gathered  for  consultation  at  Bad  Schauenburg,  the  recognition  of  such  a historico- 
critical  method  was  self-evident.  We  stressed  emphatically  the  need  of  some  such 
generally  accepted  method  if  gospel  and  church  were  to  remain  world-related  in 
their  concerns.  It  may  be  asked  with  some  justification,  however,  whether  these 
five  rules  are  sufficient  for  biblical  hermeneutics.  Does  not  the  specific  object  — 
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the  Bible  as  witness  to  the  revelation  of  God  — require  an  expansion,  modifica- 
tion, or  even  a radicalizing  of  general  hermeneutics  if  it  is  to  become  biblical 
hermeneutics  ? Where,  e.g.,  does  the  Holy  Spirit  get  his  place  as  the  sole  power 
able  to  transform  a theoretical  understanding  into  an  existential  one  (i.e.  one 
that  involves  man  in  his  totality)  ? 

How  are  we  to  evaluate  positively,  yet  critically,  the  historical  reality  (histo- 
ricity) of  the  exegete  — his  being  moulded  by  the  particular  tradition  of  his 
church  — which  he  shares  formally  with  the  secular  interpreter  ? What  do  we 
mean  by  “empathy”  in  relation  to  the  Bible ; what  concretely  do  we  mean  by 
I “ Lebensverhaltnis”  (live  relationship)  ? Can  we  not  interpret  “empathy”  in  terms 
i of  “engagement”  ? Where  do  we  draw  the  line  that  stresses  the  confrontation 
(das  Gegeniiber)  of  the  word  of  God,  which  we  claim  to  hear  in  the  text,  without 
merely  placing  it  in  the  sphere  of  emotions  ? 

The  terms  “Bible”  and  “word  of  God”  are  not  simply  synonymous.  Since 
the  word  of  God  happened  before  the  O.T.  and  N.T.  writings  appeared,  which 
testified  to  it  in  a unique  manner,  it  cannot  be  the  task  of  a historico-critical 
method  to  secure  access  methodically  to  the  word  of  God  within  the  biblical 
text.  Access  is  solely  the  gift  of  God,  opened  by  the  working  of  the  Holy  Spirit. 
It  is  not  simply  a human  method.  The  latter  has  no  control  over  that  working. 
Just  because  scholarly  exegesis  realizes  this,  it  is  our  duty  to  give  account  of  our 
method  of  interpretation.  This  means  that  we  must  dare,  by  a conscious  effort,  to 
establish  basic  rules  for  the  understanding  of  the  Bible,  so  as  to  protect  theology 
; in  general  and  ecumenical  dialogue  and  conferences  in  particular  from  one-sided- 
ness or  wilfulness  of  interpretation.  We  must  guard  against  the  two  extremes  of 
legalism  and  enthusiastic  or  spiritualistic  misuse. 

The  question  of  hermeneutics  arises  not  only  with  reference  to  individual  texts 
or  complete  books  of  the  Canon  but  with  an  even  greater  intensity  when  we  view 
the  total  Canon  in  its  authoritatively  binding  character  for  the  Church.  Our 
knowledge  of  the  manner  of  collection  and  exclusion  of  writings,  especially  during 
the  second  century,  increases  the  demand  for  ecumenical  consideration  of  herme- 
neutical principles.  The  canonization  brought  about  the  theoretical  equality  of  all 
O.T.  and  N.T.  writings,  but  left  certain  N.T.  books  practically  superior,  while  it 
definitely  excluded  all  deutero-canonical  writings.  History  as  such  forces  us  to 
take  any  study  of  hermeneutics  seriously. 


IV.  Open  Questions  of  Biblical  Hermeneutics 

(Examples  from  the  work  of  the  Ecumenical  Consultation) 

While  the  following  considerations  and  proposals  for  a study  programme 
arose  during  the  consultation,  it  was  neither  our  task,  nor  did  we  find  time,  to 
work  out  solutions  to  questions  of  biblical  hermeneutics.  Our  goal  was  to  deepen 
and  unfold  the  question.  Therefore  we  only  noted  down  the  questions  that  arose 
during  our  joint  exegesis  and  in  our  discussion  of  the  history  of  the  Canon  in  the 
second  century.  The  questions  are  real  and  in  no  way  rhetorical  ones.  They  are 
not  intended  as  formulated  topics  for  a study  programme,  but  to  serve  as  illus- 
trations of  the  relevance  of  hermeneutics.  They  are  essential  questions  since  they 
concern  every  church  in  its  mission  of  proclaiming  the  word  of  God.  For  this 
reason  they  must  be  basic  ecumenical  questions.  We  did  not  think  of  efforts  for 
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unity  alone,  but  concentrated  also  on  the  missionary  situation.  To  allow  a clear 
view  of  the  “Sitz  im  Leben”,  namely  the  work  on  the  text,  in  our  search,  the 
questions  were  intentionally  not  systematized.  It  is  to  be  remembered  that  all 
questions  arose  during  scholarly  exegesis  of  the  original  text,  undertaken  in  res- 
ponsibility to  the  Church. 

1)  What  rules  are  valid  for  exegesis,  if  the  philological  problems  of  a text 
cannot  be  resolved  beyond  doubt?  To  what  extent,  and  at  what  point,  is  it  permis- 
sible to  refer  back  to  the  general  theology  — the  “collected  works”,  as  it  were  — 
of  any  one  author  ? Does  the  reference  to  the  “ analogia  fidei”  — already  used 
by  St.  Paul  in  Rom.  12:6  — aid  us  in  any  way  ? To  what  extent  does  any  one 
passage  have  to  be  made  unambiguously  clear?  Is  there  a hermeneutical  rule 
which  states  that  any  passage  cannot  be  definitely  dubious  or  in  any  way  ambiguous? 

2)  Which  hermeneutical  rules  are  valid  for  the  interpretation  of  quotations 
within  the  text  of  a biblical  author  ? Are  we  to  interpret  quotations  from  the 
O.T.  or  references  to  such,  liturgical  formulae,  or  hymns,  on  the  basis  of  their 
historical  origin,  or  within  the  context  of  the  author  who  quotes  them  ? Take  an 
example  : Is  it  permissible  today  to  use  the  Pauline  method  of  interpreting  isolated 
quotations  of  Holy  Scripture  (=  the  O.T.)  ? 

3)  Can  we  justify  hermeneutically  any  divergences  within  the  writings  of  a 
biblical  author  by  distinguishing  between  an  “early”  and  a “later”  theological 
view  of  the  author  (I  Thess.  ca.  AD  50  — Romans  ca.  AD  57/58)?  Are  we  per- 
mitted to  use  the  supposed  “outward”  and  “inward”  situation  of  the  author  in 
our  own  explanation  ? Can  we  distinguish  between  a “casual  remark”  and  a 
systematic  well-reflected  “epistle”  to  gain  some  standards  of  evaluation  ? Is  it 
permissible  to  apply  present  psychological  standards  to  the  age  of  the  Bible? 
How  can  we  ban  wilful  exegesis  ? 

4)  Can  we  exclude  a priori  from  our  exegesis  the  possibility  of  contradiction 
within  the  Bible  ? Is  there  a principle  of  biblical  hermeneutics  that  forces  the 
exegete  to  seek  and  find  unity  in  all  statements  of  any  given  author  or  to  look  for 
it  even  within  the  various  books  of  the  Canon  ? Where  are  we  to  affirm  as  a herme- 
neutical possibility  the  dialectics,  or  even  the  antinomy  (real  or  imaginary),  in  any 
one  author  of  a text  or  in  its  interpretation  ? Is  the  exegete  entitled  to  draw  a 
sharp  line  between  a “metaphor”  (e.g.  “expiation”,  Rom.  3 : 25)  and  a “keryg- 
matic”  actualization  (dying  and  rising  with  Christ,  Rom.  6 : 3-10)  ? From  where 
does  he  take  the  hermeneutical  criteria  for  such  evaluations  ? 

5)  Is  the  exegete  who  works  in  responsibility  to  the  Church  permitted  to 
criticize  statements  of  the  Canon  by  applying  theological  standards  or  not  ? Can 
he  apply  the  “discerning  of  the  spirits”  {diakrisis  pneumaton , I.  Cor.  12  : 10) 
to  Scripture  itself  in  his  effort  to  determine  the  par  ado  sis  of  the  Kerygma  ? If  so, 
from  where  does  he  draw  his  criteria  ? (Think  of  the  evaluation  of  James  and 
II  Peter  !) 

6)  Is  an  interpretation  of  the  text  always  bound  to  keep  in  mind  the  situation 
of  the  present  when  adding  “ applicatio ” to  “interpretation  ? To  what  extent  is 
one  to  take  into  account  any  possible  misuse  of  a quotation,  e.g.  anti- Jewish  or 
anti-Semitic  tendencies  ? Example  : In  I Thess.  2 : 15  St.  Paul  uses  the  illustration 
of  the  “Jews”  to  speak  on  the  “wrath  of  God”  in  view  of  a specific  situation  in 
Thessalonica.  Any  generalization  would  be  illegitimate. 
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7)  Must  an  exegete,  who  is  forced  to  differentiate,  merely  note  contradictions 
and  divergences  in  theologically  significant  passages  of  Scripture  ? Is  he  to  avoid 
any  kind  of  generalizing  ? How  is  he  to  decide  between  statements  such  as  Eph. 
2 : 6 and  Rom.  6 : 4-5  ? Can  he  be  content  with  just  showing  the  three  divergent 
christological  conceptions  viz.,  a)  adoptionism  (Mk.  1 : 9 ff . ; Rom.  1 : 3 ff . ; Acts 
2:36;  Heb.  1 : 5) ; b)  Virgin  birth  (Mt.  1 : 8 ff.  ; Lk.  7 : 26  ff.) ; c)  pre-existent 
Logos  and  Incarnation  of  the  Logos  (Jn.  1 : 1 ff.)  ? Does  he  have  to  recognize  the 
“ incarnatus  est ” of  the  son  of  God  in  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  as  a common  statement 
always  modified  and  interpreted  by  the  views  of  the  environment  ? Where  does 
the  exegete  find  the  criterion  with  the  aid  of  which  he  dares  to  distinguish  between 
kerygmatic  intention  and  that  interpretative  modification  which  depends  on  a 
given  situation  ? 

8)  The  history  of  the  N.T.  Canon  shows  that  part  of  the  collected  writings  were 
established  as  authoritative  prior  to  the  formation  of  the  Canon.  In  their  case, 
acceptance  into  the  Canon  only  verified  traditional  usage.  Another  part,  however, 
caused  controversy  and  found  acceptance  only  after  conscious  decision.  Is  it  to  be 
asked  whether  these  historical  facts  can  be  used  to  differentiate  between  canonical 
and  deutero-canonical  writings  ? Are  we  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  Church, 
made  in  the  course  of  three  centuries,  although  we  can  no  longer  accept  its  grounds 
for  decision  ? 

9)  Can  we  today — after  centuries  of  biblical  scholarship — still  share  the 
early  Christian  concept  of  the  unity  and  harmony  of  all  biblical  writings  ? Are  we 
bound  by  the  fact  that  various  scriptural  statements  and  books  illuminate  and 
interpret  each  other  ? Are  we  not  thus  led  to  underestimate  the  wealth  of  Scrip- 
ture ? 

10)  Since  we  accept  the  O.T.  as  an  essential  part  of  the  Canon,  we  must  ask 
how,  in  the  history  of  the  Church  to  this  day,  it  has  been  able  to  establish  itself  as 
word  of  God  ? What  does  the  theological  expression  of  the  unity  and  harmony 
of  all  biblical  writings  mean  in  view  of  the  tension  involved  in  any  correlation  of 
the  O.T.  and  N.T.  ? Does  the  O.T.  have  a theological  value  of  its  own  in  the 
life  of  the  Church,  or  can  it  be  described  as  the  salvation-historical  horizon  of  the 
gospel,  — a mere  historical  preliminary  to  the  N.T.  ? 

11)  The  biblical  books  claim  to  be  inspired  and  consequently  to  be  authori- 
tative. Do  we  not  have  to  reconsider  carefully  this  claim  along  with  the  doctrine 
of  inspiration  in  the  early  Church  and  its  meaning  today  ? Are  we  permitted  — 
or  even  forced  — to  ask  whether  the  doctrine  of  inspiration  is  relevant  to  modern 
biblical  hermeneutics  ? Is  it  more  than  an  emphatic  pointer  to  the  effectiveness  of 
the  Holy  Spirit  ? 

12)  All  our  questions  merge  into  one  focal  point,  viz:  is  it  legitimate  to  speak 
of  a canon  within  the  Canon  ? We  would  thus  elevate  the  kerygmatic  centre  of 
Scripture  to  the  level  of  a criterion  and  apply  this,  in  turn,  hermeneutically  in 
our  exegesis.  What  criteria  are  there,  directly  derivable  from  the  word  of  God, 
to  dare  to  undertake  such  differentiation  ? What  is  the  historical  relation  of  such  a 
biblical  criterion  to  the  paradosis  of  the  Kerygma  ? 

The  above  series  of  questions  repeat  partly  analogous  observations  and 
questions  arising  therefrom,  and  identical  basic  problems  with  only  varied  empha- 
sis. We  discovered  that  it  is  more  possible  to  ask  concrete  hermeneutical  questions 
when  taking  the  text  as  one’s  starting  point  than  it  is  when  we  begin  with  system- 
atic theology. 
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V.  Proposals  for  a Study  Programme  on  this  Theme 

The  excellent  spirit  of  the  consultation  at  which  the  above  questions  were 
discussed  and  considered  in  their  possible  scope,  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  a 
a study  project  on  “hermeneutics”  is  not  only  necessary  and  practically  possible 
but  even  — with  moderately-set  hopes  — a very  promising  undertaking. 
Failure  to  undertake  it  might  easily  appear  as  an  evasion  of  the  question  of  truth. 
For  its  practical  execution  the  following  factors  were  put  forward  for  considera- 
tion : 

1)  In  principle,  the  consultation  showed  that  one  can  work  on  hermeneutics 
only  in  actually  executing  a hermenautical  task,  i.e.  in  a joint  search  for  all  ade- 
quate understanding  of  a biblical  text.  The  exegetical  work  on  the  text  must 
therefore  have  a prominent  place.  While  any  text  could  serve  as  a model,  it  is 
advisable  to  choose  texts  that  might  be  important  for  the  current  study  projects 
of  the  WCC.  These  texts  would  be  analysed  exegetically  by  small  working  groups 
which  have  a definite  goal  in  view.  Each  group  would  consist  of  two  regional  sub- 
groups of  five  members  each.  They  would  meet  for  joint  deliberation  at  the 
beginning  and  at  the  end  of  the  project  only,  but  should  otherwise  meet  frequently 
in  exegetical  sessions.  This  new  style  of  working  in  small  groups  stresses  the 
prominence  of  textual  analysis.  It  is  verified  by  the  experience  of  the  consultation 
of  N.T.  scholars  held  at  Montreal  towards  the  end  of  July  1963,  where  having  30 
participants  proved  to  be  a hindrance.  Groups  of  five  may  be  established  in  the 
US  (New  England),  in  Great  Britain  (Oxford  or  Cambridge),  in  the  Netherlands 
(Scandinavia,  the  Netherlands,  and  W.  Germany),  in  Switzerland  (including 
France),  and  in  Greece.  The  groups  might  meet  twice  during  a term  at  the  begin- 
ning for  lx/2  days  at  a weekend.  To  eliminate  the  danger  of  ad  hoc  contributions, 
joint  sessions  would  have  to  be  prepared  carefully. 

Suggested  Model  Texts  : 

a)  II.  Cor.  5 : 14-21,  proposed  question  : What  is  the  meaning  of  “world”  in 

the  N.T.  ; what  do  we  mean  by  the  “world-relatedness”  ( Weltbezogen - 

heit)  of  reconciliation  ? 

b)  Rom.  9:1-12,  11  : 1 ff.,  I.  Thess.  2:15ff.,  Phil.  3:2-15,  proposed 

question : Israel  and  the  church  in  the  N.T. 

c)  Rom.  8 : 9-26,  proposed  question  : The  Holy  Spirit  in  the  Pauline  Epistles. 

d)  Isaiah  53,  Jer.  31  : 31-34,  proposed  question : The  O.T.  as  Word  of  God 

and  its  understanding  as  promise,  pointing  to  Christ. 

e)  Rom.  13  : 1 ff.,  I.  Pet.  2 : 13  ff.,  Mk.  12 : 17,  I.  Cor.  6 : 1-11,  proposed 

question  : The  State  in  the  N.T. 

(The  texts  require  careful  selection  and  are  intended  only  as  pointers.  Three  groups 
of  texts  ought  to  be  sufficient.) 

2)  Alongside  the  exegetical  working  groups,  another  group  consisting  of 
scholars  of  systematics  should  give  close  attention  to  the  hermeneutical  question 
under  specific  theme-headings.  This  group  should  not  be  limited  regionally. 
It  should  be  confined  to  a maximum  of  twelve  members.  Cross-reference  to  the 
exegetical  groups  would  have  to  be  maintained.  Working  topics  might  be  : 
Word  of  God  — Paradosis  — Hermeneutics.  Discussion  on  basic  questions 
should  be  stimulated  by  working  papers. 


Some  possible  topics  : 

a ) The  inseparability  of  word  of  God  — interpretation  — application  to  a 
historical  situation  — in  the  life  of  the  Church. 

b)  The  theology  of  O.T.  and  N.T.  as  the  history  of  an  ever  new  interpretation 
of  God’s  action  in  word  and  deed  — and  the  uniqueness  ( ephapax ) of  the 
Christ-event. 

c)  The  position  and  use  of  the  Bible  (O.T.  and  N.T.)  in  the  member  churches 
of  the  WCC  (in  conjunction  with  the  United  Bible  Societies). 

d)  The  theology  of  salvation  history  in  ecumenical  study  papers  and  their 
relation  to  the  biblical  Kerygma. 

e)  The  question  of  the  “historical  Jesus”  and  its  ecumenical  scope. 


3)  At  the  conclusion  of  the  study  project,  a joint  conference  of  all  participants, 
including  the  work  group  of  systematic  theologians,  would  be  held.  This  confer- 
ence would  serve  for  the  systematic  co-ordination  of  all  the  hermeneutical  prin- 
ciples which  were  the  subjects  of  discussion  and  exegesis  in  the  various  sub-groups. 


The  whole  project  would  yield  the  following  picture : 
Exegetical  groups : 

Group  A,  Text  a : working  group  1)  in  the  US 

working  group  2)  in  the  Netherlands 

Group  B,  Text  b : working  group  3)  in  Greece 

working  group  4)  in  W.  Switzerland 


5 members 
5 members 

5 members 
5 members 


Group  C,  Text  c : working  group  5)  in  Great  Britain  5 members 

working  group  6)  in  Germany  (or  Canada?)  5 members 

Group  of  systematic  theologians  : non-regional  12  members 

The  study  project  should  be  compressed  into  a three-year  span.  The  experience 
of  the  working  committees  for  Montreal,  which  in  some  cases  met  only  once  a 
year,  taught  us  that  both  intensity  and  continuity  of  the  work  suffer  under  such 
conditions. 


The  success  of  the  study  project  depends  largely  on  the  selection  of  the  members 
for  each  sub-group.  It  depends  further  on  the  attitude  of  the  constitutive  com- 
mittees. Do  they  merely  tolerate  such  an  attempt  to  make  room  for  the  authority 
of  the  Bible  not  only  in  theory  but  in  practical  affairs  and  in  the  life  of  the  ecumen- 
ical movement  in  its  confrontation  with  the  world  ? About  the  effects  of  a success- 
ful study  project  nothing  as  yet  can  be  said.  There  is  no  doubt,  however,  that  the 
ecumenical  working  sessions  would  initiate  a movement  which  would  affect  the 
participants  in  their  study  and  in  their  teaching.  Beyond  this  it  would  influence 
their  churches  at  least  in  stimulating  central  questions.  The  findings  of  all  working 
groups  ought  to  be  published. 
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STUDY  ON  THE  MEANING  OF  THE  COUNCILS 
OF  THE  ANCIENT  CHURCH 


The  WCC  Assembly  at  New  Delhi  recommended  the  initiation  of  a study 
on  the  Councils  of  the  Early  Church  and  their  significance  for  the  ecumenical 
movement.  The  suggestion  was  evidently  made  from  the  recognition  that 
a relationship  exists  — even  if  distant  — between  the  conciliar  process  of  the 
first  centuries  and  the  modern  ecumenical  movement,  and  that  therefore  a 
common  study  of  the  Ecumenical  Councils  could  deepen  the  self-understanding 
of  the  ecumenical  movement.  What  led  the  Early  Church  to  hold  Councils  ? Is 
the  holding  of  Councils  a necessary  element  in  the  life  of  the  church  ? Can  there 
be  Ecumenical  Councils  again  today  ? If  the  separated  churches  want  to  discover 
their  way  to  unity,  they  must  inevitably  ask  themselves  these  questions  sooner 
or  later.  The  convocation  of  the  Second  Vatican  Council  by  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  causes  such  a study  to  appear  even  more  urgent.  The  Vatican  Council 
is  understood  and  counted  by  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  as  an  Ecumenical 
Council.  The  other  churches  view  it  only  as  a synod  of  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church.  But  what  then  is  an  Ecumenical  Council  in  the  true  sense  ? The  answer- 
ing of  this  question  is  extremely  important  for  future  relations  between  the  Roman 
Catholic  and  the  non-Roman  churches. 

The  suggestion  of  the  New  Delhi  Assembly  was  taken  up  by  the  Fourth  World 
Conference  for  Faith  and  Order.  The  second  Section  of  the  Conference,  which 
concerned  itself  with  the  problems  of  “Scripture,  Tradition  and  Traditions”, 
recommended  that  the  study  be  carried  out  within  the  framework  of  the  study 
programme  of  Faith  and  Order. 

If  the  purpose  of  the  study  is  to  be  achieved,  then  in  the  first  place  we  must 
examine  the  structures  and  ways  of  action  of  the  conciliar  processes  of  the  Early 
Church.  Naturally,  this  investigation  cannot  be  separated  from  the  study  and 
evaluation  of  the  content  of  the  Councils  of  the  Early  Church.  The  study,  how- 
ever, must  view  the  conciliar  process  in  the  first  place  as  an  ecclesiological  problem. 
It  can  concern  itself  only  in  the  second  instance  with  the  decisions  of  individual 
Councils.  It  must,  indeed,  also  direct  its  attention  to  this  task.  For  it  is  of  great 
importance  for  the  separated  churches  to  become  clear  about  the  decisions  of 
the  Councils  and  their  meaning  for  the  churches  today. 

The  study  could  therefore  be  undertaken  in  the  following  three  stages : 

1 . Historical  investigation  of  the  structures  and  methods  of  procedure  of  the 
Councils  of  the  Early  Church. 

2.  Investigation  of  the  dogmatic  decisions  of  one  or  more  Councils  of  the 
Early  Church.  Here  the  validity  of  these  decisions  today  requires  special 
investigation.  In  what  sense  are  they  binding  ? Can  they,  or  indeed  must 
they,  be  interpreted  anew  ? Can  a common  interpretation  be  found  ? 

3.  Consideration  of  the  meaning  of  the  Councils  of  the  Early  Church  for  the 
self-understanding  of  the  ecumenical  movement  and  especially  of  the 
WCC. 
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To  begin  with,  only  the  first  stage  of  the  project  can  be  planned.  The  results 
will  show  how  the  second  stage  should  be  approached.  The  Fourth  World 
Conference  on  Faith  and  Order  rightly  suggested  that  the  study  must  be  carried 
out  by  a small  group  of  theologians  with  special  knowledge  of  the  history  of 
the  Councils.  The  Department  would  like  to  comply  with  this  suggestion  and 
call  the  group  into  being  as  soon  as  possible.  But  before  the  group  can  come 
together  some  investigation  must  be  arranged.  The  group  can  only  enter  into 
proper  discussion  if  the  historical  material  is  laid  before  it.  The  Department 
therefore  recommends  that  a number  of  theologians  who  have  dealt  with  the 
history  of  the  Councils  be  asked  to  work  out  contributions  about  particular 
aspects.  These  should  be  passed  out  to  the  members  of  the  group  before  the 
first  session.  Possibly  two  work  groups  could  be  formed  to  deal  with  the  first 
stage  (in  North  America  and  Europe).  They  would  have  to  be  in  close  contact 
with  each  other  and  it  is  desirable  that  they  use  the  same  historical  material  as 
the  starting-point  of  their  discussion. 

Consultations  have  shown  that  for  the  first  stage  of  the  deliberations,  the 
following  historical  problems  must  be  dealt  with  in  detail  : 

1 . What  development  led  to  the  convocation  of  Councils  ? Which  synodical 
and  conciliar  structures  were  there  in  the  period  before  the  first  Ecumenical 
Councils  ? To  what  extent  did  the  structures  of  the  Councils  change  over 
the  years  ? 

2.  In  what  way  was  consensus  attained  at  the  Councils  ? E.g.  what  role  did 
the  reference  to  Scripture  play  ? How  far  did  the  Councils  consciously 
refer  to  Scripture  ? What  norms  were  there  for  reaching  a consensus  ? 

3.  What  role  did  the  ordained  ministry  and  the  people  play  respectively  in 
the  Councils  ? Is  a Council  necessarily  a gathering  of  bishops  ? 

4.  What  meaning  did  the  idea  of  reception  have  ? Are  decisions  valid  imme- 
diately they  are  enacted  by  the  assembly,  or  do  they  only  become  valid 
through  their  reception  in  the  Church  ? 

5.  What  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  “ecumenical”  used  in  connection  with  the 
Councils  ? 

The  group  (or  groups)  should  first  of  all  examine  the  studies  on  these  themes 
from  various  historical  view-points,  and  then  turn  their  attention  to  the  question 
of  how  far  the  understanding  which  individual  churches  have  today  of  the  conciliar 
process  are  in  agreement  with  the  historical  facts,  or  whether  new  view-points 
arise  out  of  the  historical  survey.  The  first  session  of  the  group  (or  groups)  will 
show  how  many  further  sessions  are  necessary  for  the  treatment  of  the  first  stage. 
Presumably  the  work  for  the  treatment  of  the  second  stage  will  have  to  be  planned 
anew. 
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REPORT  OF  COMMITTEE  V.B., 

AS  AMENDED  AFTER  PLENARY  DISCUSSION 

THE  PROGRAMME  OF  FAITH  AND  ORDER 


1 . The  Committee  expresses  its  appreciation  to  the  staff  of  Faith  and  Order 
for  its  thorough  and  careful  preparation  for  its  meeting  at  Aarhus,  including 
the  excellent  papers  which  have  surveyed  the  work  of  Faith  and  Order  in  the 
period  between  Lund  and  Montreal,  and  have  set  forth  guidelines  for  the  pro- 
jection of  Faith  and  Order  work  in  the  period  immediately  before  us.  We  also 
express  our  continuing  confidence  in  the  staff  as  they  carry  on  in  behalf  of  the 
Commission. 

2.  The  Committee  believes  that  the  determination  of  Faith  and  Order  respon- 
sibilities in  the  period  leading  to  the  next  meeting  of  the  Commission  (1964-1967), 
along  with  a recognition  of  new  elements  in  our  present  situation,  should  govern 
both  our  programme  and  method  in  this  period.  In  consideration  of  the  staff 
papers  presented  to  us,  and  as  a result  of  our  discussion,  we  set  forth  the  following 
considerations  which  should  be  taken  into  account  for  this  purpose : 

(1)  The  increasing  decentralization  of  Faith  and  Order  work  into  regional 
and  national  conferences  and  councils  with  the  concomitantly  greater  need 
for  comprehensive  co-ordination  of  studies  at  all  levels  by  staff. 

(2)  The  increasing  number  of  requests  for  Faith  and  Order  consultants 
in  church  union  negotiations  and  the  desirability  of  wide  dissemination  of  the 
progress  and  results  of  such  negotiations. 

(3)  The  increasing  participation  and  importance  of  broad  Orthodox 
representation  in  all  Faith  and  Order  work,  which  Faith  and  Order  must 
encourage. 

(4)  The  desirability  of  increasing  contacts  and  dialogue  with  Roman 
Catholics  in  Faith  and  Order  work  if  the  dimension  of  full  ecumenicity  is  to 
be  realized. 

(5)  The  desirability  of  increasing  contacts  and  dialogue  with  Evangelicals 
outside  the  World  Council  of  Churches  for  the  same  reason. 

(6)  The  increasing  number  of  so-called  “younger  churches”  in  Africa,  Asia, 
Latin  America  and  Oceania,  with  a full  recognition  of  their  peculiar  needs 
in  the  realm  of  Faith  and  Order  (e.g.  the  impact  of  nationalism  on  the  life 
of  the  churches  and  upon  church  union  efforts  ; and  the  confrontation  with 
a predominantly  non-Christian  world,  and  with  both  resurgent  classical 
religions  and  the  rise  of  new  cults). 
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(7)  The  need  for  a careful  definition  and  limitation  of  what  may  properly 
be  included  in  Faith  and  Order  studies  : 

(a)  They  should  contribute  directly  to  the  concern  for  Christian  unity 
which  is  the  particular  responsibility  of  Faith  and  Order. 

(b)  They  should  keep  in  perspective  the  essential  relationships  which 
the  WCC  has  always  recognized  to  exist  between  unity , service  and 
mission. 

(c)  They  should  be  of  common  concern  and  helpfulness  to  the  widest 
possible  range  of  churches. 

(8)  The  necessity  for  churches,  and  national  and  regional  groups,  as  they 
participate  in  Faith  and  Order  studies,  to  adapt  their  studies  to  their  own 
situations  (geographical,  ecclesiological,  political,  etc.). 

(9)  The  necessity  for  individual  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commis- 
sion to  accept  greater  responsibility  for  Faith  and  Order  work  as  a whole, 
including  : 

(a)  The  interpretation  of  Faith  and  Order  programme  and  concerns  to 
their  own  churches  and  to  the  Christian  community  in  their  areas. 

(b)  The  encouragement  and  inauguration  of  studies  in  their  own  churches, 
and  local  and  regional  councils  of  churches  : (1)  in  response  to  Faith 
and  Order  reports  and  papers ; and  (2)  in  response  to  requests  for 
new  studies. 

(c)  Keeping  the  Faith  and  Order  staff  in  Geneva  informed  of  denomi- 
national, local  and  regional  Faith  and  Order  developments. 

(d)  Encouraging  pastors  in  their  churches  to  consider  in  their  annual 
preaching  programmes  the  inclusion  of  sermons  on,  or  relating  to, 
study  themes  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission. 

3.  The  Committee  recommends  that,  in  line  with  staff  proposals,  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  should  take  greater  responsibility  for  the  prosecution 
of  its  theological  studies  and  the  transmission  of  their  reports  to  the  churches. 
To  this  end  we  recommend  further,  that  the  Commission  instruct  all  its  theolo- 
gical commissions  to  bear  constantly  in  mind  throughout  the  course  of  their 
deliberations  the  necessity  of  producing  reports  in  as  simple  and  direct  language 
as  possible,  consistent  with  accuracy  and  clarity,  in  order  that  they  be  intelligible 
to  ordinary  church  members  as  well  as  to  theologians.  We  also  recommend  that 
the  responsibility  for  receiving  interim  reports  of  progress  and  giving  interim 
directions  to  the  various  study  commissions  should  continue  to  be  a responsibility 
of  the  Working  Committee  in  the  period  between  meetings  of  the  Commission, 
but  that  the  final  reports  of  the  theological  commissions  should  be  made  to  the 
Faith  and  Order  Commission  itself,  which  would  review  and  modify  them  as  it 
may  deem  wise  and  transmit  them  as  reports  of  the  Commission  to  the  member 
churches  for  their  study  and  response.  It  should  then  be  a responsibility  of  the 
Faith  and  Order  staff  to  receive  and  collate  the  responses  of  the  member  churches, 
and  to  report  them  to  a succeeding  meeting  of  the  Commission.  This  method,  we 
believe,  would  make  for  a more  responsible  handling  of  the  results  of  studies, 
both  by  the  Commission  and  by  the  member  churches. 


4.  The  Committee  recommends  that  the  Commission  request  its  officers  to 
communicate  to  all  member  churches  of  the  WCC  the  conviction  of  the  Com- 
mission that  it  is  highly  desirable,  if  progress  is  to  be  made  in  Faith  and  Order, 
that  they  should  give  serious  consideration  to  the  study  reports  transmitted  to 
them  by  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission,  and  should  report  their  responses  to 
such  reports  to  the  Faith  and  Order  office. 

5.  Finally,  in  this  connection,  we  recommend  that  all  Faith  and  Order  Com- 
mission study  documents  should  be  transmitted  also  to  local  committees  on 
church  union  as  a service  of  information. 

6.  The  Committee  has  learned  with  appreciation  of  the  proposed  Faith  and 
Order  Conference  planned  by  the  East  Asia  Christian  Conference  for  the  churches 
in  Asia,  and  commends  consideration  of  such  conferences  to  the  churches  in 
other  areas  of  the  world. 

7.  The  staff  reported  to  the  Committee  recent  developments  in  relationship 
with  the  Roman  Catholic  Secretariat  for  Promoting  Christian  Unity.  Hope 
was  expressed  that  before  long  it  would  be  possible  to  work  out  plans  for  co-opera- 
tion in  various  fields.  One  of  the  most  important  of  these  is  that  of  studies  concern- 
ing questions  of  Faith  and  Order,  and  here  it  is  natural  that  the  WCC  should  be 
represented  by  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  The  Committee 
recommends  this  to  the  Commission  with  the  suggestion  that  it  instruct  its  Working 
Committee  to  take  the  necessary  steps  for  this  purpose  as  occasion  may  demand. 

8.  In  this  connection  the  Committee  recommends  that  the  Commission  on 
Faith  and  Order  express  its  conviction  that  in  this  period  of  unprecedented 
growth  in  contacts  and  conversations  between  Roman  Catholics  and  members  of 
other  churches  it  is  of  the  highest  importance  that  all  concerned  should  under- 
stand the  nature  and  implications  of  a true  ecumenical  dialogue.  Such  dialogue, 
if  it  is  to  be  productive,  must  be  carried  on  by  persons  who  have  an  accurate 
knowledge  of  the  position  of  their  own  churches  and  a due  sense  of  responsibility 
for  the  total  ecumenical  situation.  Ecumenical  dialogue  requires  on  the  one 
hand  an  openmindedness  and  willingness  to  understand  and  to  learn,  and  on  the 
other  hand  clarity  and  definiteness  of  conviction.  Everything  must  be  done  to 
ensure  that  the  new  opportunities  for  dialogue  will  not  lead  to  spiritual  confusion 
but  to  clarification  and  deeper  understanding. 

9.  We  further  recommend  to  the  Commission  that  it  welcome  the  participation 
of  Roman  Catholics  wherever  the  subject  matter  of  the  particular  studies  which 
it  sponsors  makes  this  desirable. 


Financing  Faith  and  Order 

10.  The  Committee  has  received  and  viewed  with  great  seriousness  the  Staff 
Memorandum  on  Finance , noting  in  particular  the  deficit  of  $20,000  incurred  in 
connection  with  the  Montreal  Conference,  the  strain  caused  by  holding  a full 
meeting  of  the  Commission  within  a year  of  the  Montreal  Conference,  and  the 
fact  that  the  budget  is  set  at  the  current  level  until  the  next  World  Council  Assembly 
in  1968,  so  that  no  additional  funds  are  in  sight  for  an  enlarged  Faith  and  Order 
programme. 


74 


1 1 . We  recommend  that  the  Commission  record  its  gratefulness  to  the  World 
Council  of  Churches  for  its  generosity  in  meeting  from  its  Special  Reserve  Fund 
the  deficit  resulting  from  the  Montreal  Conference.  We  also  recommend  that  the 
Commission  record  its  thanks  and  appreciation  to  a number  of  churches  which 
have  contributed  generously,  above  their  regular  contributions  to  the  WCC 
general  budget,  towards  the  extraordinary  expenses  of  the  Montreal  Conference 
and  towards  other  special  projects  of  Faith  and  Order. 

12.  We  recommend  for  the  consideration  of  the  Working  Committee  the  pro- 
posal of  method  made  by  the  consultation  at  Bad  Schauenburg,  Basel,  in  May  1964 
on  Biblical  Hermeneutics,  whereby  small  groups  of  scholars  in  different  centres 
would  carry  forward  the  initial  stages  of  a study,  the  results  to  be  formulated 
at  the  end  by  a single  conference.  This  method,  the  Committee  believes,  might 
be  attempted  for  other  studies  also. 

13.  In  the  light  of  the  restricted  budget  which  will  prevail  until  1968,  and 
of  the  many  demands  for  the  expansion  of  Faith  and  Order  work  in  the  same 
period,  we  would  call  the  attention  of  all  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Com- 
mission to  ways  by  which  they  may  help  to  relieve  this  situation,  viz. : 

(1)  by  helping  to  raise  money  for  special  projects  ; 

(2)  by  raising,  in  consultation  with  the  WCC  Finance  Committee,  earmarked 
funds  from  sources  which  may  not  be  interested  in  contributing  to  the  Pro- 
gramme Projects  Fund  ; * 

(3)  by  encouraging  their  churches  to  pay  the  travel  expenses  of  their  own 
theologians  who  may  be  invited  to  participate  in  theological  commissions  ; 

(4)  by  encouraging  their  churches  to  assist  in  the  travel  expenses  of  repre- 
sentatives from  sister  churches  to  meetings  of  theological  commissions  ; 

(5)  by  seeking  help  from  their  churches  in  making  available  church  leaders 
who  may  be  asked  to  serve  for  short  periods  of  time  as  Faith  and  Order 
consultants  to  church  union  negotiations,  or  as  Faith  and  Order  lecturers ; 

(6)  by  urging  their  churches  to  cover  the  entertainment  expenses  of  theolo- 
gical commissions  or  consultations  held  within  their  areas. 

* * * 


* The  Programme  Projects  Fund  serves  the  WCC  as  a whole.  Faith  and  Order’s 
share  in  this  fund  for  the  period  1964-1967  is  $55,000,  only  half  of  which  ($27,500)  has 
thus  far  been  authorized  for  expenditure.  The  Faith  and  Order  share  is  principally 
intended  for  work  with  Orthodox,  Roman  Catholics  and  Evangelicals  outside  the  WCC 
— the  so-called  “growing  edges”  of  Faith  and  Order. 
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PART  II 


Minutes  of  the 

MEETING  OF  THE 

WORKING  COMMITTEE  OF  FAITH  AND  ORDER 

held  on  Sunday  16  August  1964 
at  the  University  of  Arhus,  Denmark 


A meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Working  Committee  was  held  on  Sunday 
16  August  at  2.00  p.m.  at  the  University  of  Arhus,  Denmark. 

The  following  members  were  present : 

Officers  : The  Rt.  Rev.  O.  S.  Tomkins,  Bishop  of  Bristol,  Chairman 
Professor  P.  S.  Minear,  Chairman  of  the  Commission 
Professor  E.  W.  L.  Schlink,  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Commission 


Members 


Proxies  : 
Staff: 


Archpriest  V.  Borovoy 
Principal  J.  R.  Chandran 
Professor  E.  R.  Fair  weather 
Professor  G.  Florovsky 
Professor  J.  D.  McCaughey 
Professor  J.  Miguez-Bonino 
Professor  J.  R.  Nelson 


Principal  H.  Roberts 
Professor  J.  A.  Sittler 
Professor  J.  E.  Skoglund 
Professor  K.  E.  Skydsgaard 
Dr.  T.  M.  Taylor 
Professor  G.  F.  Wingren 


The  Rev.  W.  J.  S.  Farris  (for  Professor  D.  W.  Hay) 
Dr.  W.  M.  S.  West  (for  Dr.  E.  A.  Payne) 

The  Rev.  M.  B.  Handspicker 
The  Rev.  V.  E.  W.  Hayward 
The  Rev.  P.  C.  Rodger 
Dr.  L.  Vischer 
Dr.  W.  A.  Visser’t  Hooft 


The  Chairman  opened  the  meeting  with  prayer  at  2.10  p.m.  In  his  opening 
remarks  he  pointed  out  that  this  would  be  a short  meeting,  and  would  be  followed 
by  two  others  during  the  time  of  the  Commission  meeting  in  Arhus. 

He  also  referred  to  the  recent  nomination  of  Mr.  Rodger  by  the  WCC  Executive 
Committee  to  succeed  Dr.  Visser ’t  Hooft  as  General  Secretary  of  the  World 
Council.  Since  this  nomination  had  yet  to  be  confirmed  by  the  Central  Committee 
at  Enugu  in  January  1965,  no  official  action  could  be  taken  at  present  concerning 
the  question  of  a possible  successor  to  Mr.  Rodger  on  the  Faith  and  Order  staff ; 
and  it  was  suggested  that  the  matter  be  referred  to  the  officers  for  informal  dis- 
cussion, and  also  that  the  officers  be  empowered  to  consult  and  if  necessary  make 
specific  proposals  to  the  rest  of  the  Working  Committee  by  correspondence. 
This  was  agreed. 
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Minutes  of  previous  meetings 

The  minutes  of  the  Working  Committee  meetings  held  on  20  July  and  on 
26/27  July  1963  in  Montreal  were  accepted  and  signed. 


Apologies 

Apologies  for  absence  were  received  from  : 

Metropolitan  Chrysostomos  of  Myra 

Professor  D.  W.  Hay  (represented  by  the  Rev.  W.  J.  S.  Farris) 
Generalsuperintendent  G.  Jacob 

Professor  R.  Mehl  (represented  by  Professor  A.  Benoit) 
Professor  A.  C.  Outler 

Dr.  E.  A.  Payne  (represented  by  Dr.  W.  M.  S.  West) 


Nomination  of  a third  Vice-Chairman 

Mr.  Rodger  reported  that  consequent  upon  the  approval  of  the  amendment 
to  the  Constitution  by  the  Central  Committee  at  Rochester,  and  following  the 
recommendations  of  the  previous  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee  in  July  1963, 
a postal  ballot  had  been  conducted  for  the  nomination  of  a third  Vice-Chairman 
of  the  Commission,  which  had  resulted  in  the  unanimous  approval  of  the  name  of 
Principal  J.  R.  Chandran.  It  was  accordingly  agreed  that  his  name  be  put 
forward  to  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  for  appointment. 


Agenda  for  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  meeting 

Mr.  Rodger  outlined  the  proposed  programme  for  the  Commission  meeting. 
It  was  planned  to  have  plenary  sessions  for  the  discussion  of  the  theme  “Creation 
and  Redemption”,  various  aspects  of  church  union  negotiations,  and  a session 
on  the  Vatican  Council ; and  the  Commission  would  then  be  divided  into  five 
Committees  to  work  on  the  following  topics  : I — Creation  and  Redemption ; 
II  — Christ  and  the  Ministry  ; III  — The  Eucharist ; IV  — Spirit,  Order  and 
Organization  ; V — General  Programme  Committee.  After  going  through  this 
agenda,  the  Working  Committee  decided  to  present  it  as  it  stood  to  the  full 
Faith  and  Order  Commission  for  approval. 

Mr.  Rodger  also  proposed  that  the  day-to-day  running  of  the  Commission 
meeting  be  in  the  hands  of  a Steering  Committee,  to  consist  of : the  Chairman  and 
Vice-Chairmen  of  the  Commission,  the  Chairman  of  the  Working  Committee, 
the  three  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Secretariat,  three  other  members  of  the 
World  Council  staff  (Dr.  Visser ’t  Hooft,  Mr.  Hayward  and  Fr.  Paul  Verghese), 
and  the  Chairmen  of  the  five  Committees  into  which  it  was  proposed  to  divide 
the  Commission.  The  Steering  Committee  could  meet  each  day  at  1.30  p.m. 
whenever  it  was  thought  necessary.  This  proposal  also  met  with  the  Working 
Committee’s  approval. 
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Reports  to  the  Working  Committee 


(a)  Report  on  “Faith  and  Order  and  the  Churches” 

This  report  was  received,  and  it  was  suggested  that  it  be  sent  to  Committee  V 
(General  Programme  Committee)  for  consideration,  and  then  circulated  to  the 
full  Faith  and  Order  Commission. 

(b)  Visit  of  Faith  and  Order  Delegation  to  Rumania 

Dr.  Lukas  Vischer  reported  briefly  on  the  visit  paid  to  Rumania  in  March 
1964  by  a Faith  and  Order  delegation  in  response  to  an  invitation  from  the 
Patriarch.  The  members  of  the  delegation  were  : Professor  A.  Benoit,  Dr.  R. 
Slenczka,  Professor  K.  Stalder  and  Dr.  Vischer.  An  Orthodox  member  was 
obliged  to  withdraw  at  the  last  moment  because  of  illness.  Visits  were  paid  to 
theological  seminaries  in  Bucharest,  Cluj  and  Sibiu,  and  opportunities  were  also 
found  for  contacts  with  Protestant  churches  in  Transylvania.  The  theological 
discussions  proved  particularly  stimulating,  and  the  members  of  the  delegation 
were  very  interested  to  visit  a country  in  which  Orthodox  and  Protestant  churches 
were  in  close  contact.  All  those  involved  expressed  the  hope  that  such  visits  would 
be  repeated. 

(c)  Conversations  between  Orthodox  and  Ancient  Oriental  Churches 

Dr.  Vischer  reported  that,  in  response  to  a suggestion  made  to  the  Working 
Committee  two  years  previously,  it  had  at  last  been  possible  to  arrange  an  informal 
consultation  between  representatives  of  Chalcedonian  and  non-Chalcedonian 
churches ; and  this  had  been  held  in  Arhus  during  the  previous  few  days.  This 
meeting  was  not  under  the  formal  auspices  of  Faith  and  Order,  but  was  arranged 
by  a small  preparatory  group  consisting  of  Dr.  N.  A.  Nissiotis,  Fr.  Paul  Verghese, 
and  Dr.  Lukas  Vischer.  The  members  of  the  group  had  expressed  appreciation 
of  the  opportunity  provided  by  Faith  and  Order.  The  meeting  had  proved  very 
successful  and  held  much  promise  for  the  future.  All  participants  had  been  grateful 
for  this  opportunity  for  contact,  and  in  their  discussions  had  found  far  more 
agreement  than  had  originally  been  thought  possible.  Many  of  their  differences 
were  seen  to  be  mainly  concerned  with  terminology.  At  the  close  of  the  consul- 
tation an  agreed  statement  had  been  issued  which  was  to  be  circulated  to  the 
churches  concerned  for  discussion,  and  it  was  hoped  that  a more  detailed  report 
would  be  published  in  the  Greek  Orthodox  Theological  Review  in  December  or 
January.  The  news  of  this  meeting  was  warmly  welcomed  by  the  Working  Com- 
mittee. Professor  Florovsky  and  Archpriest  Borovoy,  who  had  been  present  at 
the  consultation,  added  briefly  to  Dr.  Vischer ’s  report. 


Staff  Memorandum  on  Finance 

Mr.  Rodger  introduced  the  memorandum  on  finance  and  briefly  explained 
the  main  outlines.  He  said  it  was  important  for  Working  Committee  members  to 
have  a clear  idea  of  the  amount  of  money  available,  so  as  to  avoid  the  danger 
of  planning  too  generously  for  studies  which  could  not  be  financed,  and  asked  for 
guidance  from  the  Working  Committee  or  the  General  Programme  Committee  on 
the  question  of  future  projects. 
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The  Chairman  proposed  that  the  document  be  given  to  (a)  members  of  the 
General  Programme  Committee,  (b)  the  Chairmen  of  all  five  Committees,  and 
finally  (c)  to  all  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission,  since  it  was 
essential  for  them  to  have  a clear  understanding  of  Faith  and  Order’s  financial 
position.  This  was  agreed.  Professor  Minear  reminded  the  Working  Committee 
of  the  debt  of  gratitude  owed  to  the  North  American  Section  of  the  Worship  Com- 
mission under  Professor  Sittler,  which  during  the  period  between  Lund  and 
Montreal  had  financed  all  its  own  work ; and  suggested  that  in  certain  cases  it 
might  be  possible  for  other  study  commissions  to  follow  this  example  of  self- 
support  : and  it  was  agreed  that  this  question  be  looked  into. 


Proposal  for  an  Ecumenical  Research  Institute 

Dr.  Lukas  Vischer  spoke  briefly  about  the  proposal  that  the  World  Council 
should  be  equipped  with  a research  institute  in  order  to  be  able  to  deal  more 
effectively  “in  depth”  with  the  many  projects  they  are  asked  to  undertake.  Such 
a proposal  would  be  of  considerable  interest  to  Faith  and  Order,  although  it 
should  be  realized  that  its  facilities  would  be  shared  with  other  Departments  of  the 
World  Council.  But  he  stressed  that  at  the  present  moment  the  proposal  could  be 
no  more  than  extremely  tentative,  since  there  was  no  immediate  prospect  of 
financing  such  an  institute.  He  suggested,  however,  that  the  memorandum  on 
this  subject  which  had  been  presented  to  the  Executive  Committee  in  July 
might  well  be  submitted  to  the  General  Programme  Committee  for  comment, 
and  possibly  to  the  full  Commission.  Dr.  Visser ’t  Hooft  thought  that  it  would 
be  inadvisable  to  present  such  a tentative  proposal  to  the  larger  group  when 
there  was  as  yet  no  money  in  sight  for  it. 

Professor  Schlink  said  that  if  the  Working  Committee  and  the  Commission  as 
a whole  were  really  convinced  of  the  need  for  such  an  institute,  and  were  enthu- 
siastic about  it,  the  problem  of  finance  could  be  solved  in  a few  years.  Those 
members  of  the  Commission  who  had  been  present  at  the  Vatican  Council  as 
observers  would  be  well  aware  of  the  extent  of  Roman  Catholic  facilities  for 
research  on  ecumenical  problems,  and  of  the  thoroughness  and  distinction  of  such 
research.  While  individual  member  churches  of  the  WCC  would  lack  the  resources 
to  set  up  research  institutes,  it  should  be  possible  for  them  to  combine  their 
efforts  to  set  one  up  under  the  auspices  on  the  World  Council. 

It  was  suggested  that  the  Faith  and  Order  staff,  with  the  addition  of  Dr.  Minear, 
be  asked  to  draw  up  a resolution  concerning  the  research  institute  to  be  put  before 
the  second  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee,  and  then  passed  on  as  “confiden- 
tial” to  the  General  Programme  Committee ; and  this  was  agreed. 


Date  and  Place  of  1965  Meeting  of  the  Working  Committee 

It  was  reported  that  Dr.  G.  Jacob  had  suggested  that,  in  view  of  the  difficulties 
experienced  by  the  three  East  German  members  of  the  Commission  in  obtaining 
visas  to  attend  meetings,  the  Working  Committee  consider  holding  its  next  meeting 
in  the  German  Democratic  Republic.  This  suggestion  was  sympathetically 
received.  It  was  decided  that  it  was  important  to  hold  the  next  meeting  of  the 
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Working  Committee  before  the  meeting  of  the  World  Council  Executive  Com- 
mittee, so  that  any  recommendations  the  Working  Committee  made  could  be  put 
before  the  latter  body.  Since  the  Executive  Committee’s  meeting  was  fixed  for 
11-15  July  in  Geneva,  the  dates  9-12  July  1965  were  suggested  for  the  Faith  and 
Order  Working  Committee  meeting,  to  be  held  if  possible  in  the  DDR. 


Other  Business 

It  was  decided  to  send  greetings  to  the  Anglican  and  Eastern  Churches  Asso- 
ciation on  the  occasion  of  its  centenary  ; and  also  to  the  following  members  of  the 
Commission  who  had  been  unable  for  reasons  of  political  restriction  to  attend  the 
meeting  in  Arhus  : Metropolitan  Chrysostomos  of  Myra,  Generalsuperintendent 
G.  Jacob,  Pastor  J.  Hamel  and  Dr.  W.  Krusche. 

There  being  no  further  business,  the  Committee  adjourned  at  3.50  p.m. 
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Minutes  of  the 


MEETING  OF  THE 

WORKING  COMMITTEE  OF  FAITH  AND  ORDER 

held  on  Wednesday  19  August  1964 
at  the  University  of  Arhus,  Denmark 


A meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Working  Committee  was  held  on  Wednesday 
19  August  1964  at  8.00  p.m.  at  the  University  of  Arhus,  Denmark. 

The  following  were  present : 


Officers  : 


Members  : 


The  Rt.  Rev.  O.  S.  Tomkins,  Bishop  of  Bristol,  Chairman 
Professor  P.  S.  Minear,  Chairman  of  the  Commission 
Principal  J.  R.  Chandran,  Vice-Chairman  of  the  Commission 


Professor  E.  R.  Fair  weather 
Professor  G.  Florovsky 
Professor  J.  D.  McCaughey 
Professor  J.  Miguez-Bonino 
Professor  J.  R.  Nelson 


Principal  H.  Roberts 
Professor  J.  A.  Sittler 
Professor  J.  E.  Skoglund 
Professor  K.  E.  Skydsgaard 
Dr.  T.  M.  Taylor 
Professor  G.  F.  Wingren 


Proxy  : The  Rev.  W.  J.  S.  Farris  (for  Professor  D.  W.  Hay) 

Staff : The  Rev.  M.  B.  Handspicker 

The  Rev.  V.  E.  W.  Hayward 
The  Rev.  P.  C.  Rodger 
Dr.  L.  Vischer 
Dr.  W.  A.  Visser  ’t  Hooft 


Dr.  Norman  Goodall,  Chairman  of  the  WCC  Committee  on  Structure,  was 
present  upon  invitation. 

The  Chairman  opened  the  meeting  with  prayer  at  8.05  p.m. 


Minutes  of  previous  meetings 

(a)  Professor  Nelson  drew  the  Committee’s  attention  to  an  error  in  the  Minutes 
of  20  July  1963  ; and  proposed  the  following  amendments  which  were  duly  made : 

(1)  p.  7,  line  7 : after  “. . . had  indicated”  insert : “ in  response  to  enquiry ” 

(2)  p.  7,  line  11  : for  “re-elected”  read  “nominated” 

(3)  p.  7,  line  12 : for  “invitation”  read  “nomination” 

(4)  p.  7,  line  33  : for  “election”  read  “nomination” 

(b)  Consideration  of  the  Minutes  of  16  August  1964  was  deferred  until  the  next 
meeting. 
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Vacancies  in  the  Membership  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
and  Working  Committee 

(a)  Nominations  to  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 

The  Committee  discussed  the  question  of  vacancies  on  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission,  and  it  was  reported  that  there  were  two  vacancies  caused  by  the 
deaths  of  Canon  R.  R.  Hartford  and  Pastor  J.  Ralambomahay,  and  four  caused 
by  the  resignation  of  Dr.  Berkhof,  Professor  Chadwick,  Dr.  Payne  and  Bishop 
Zulu.  It  was  accordingly  agreed  to  propose  to  the  Central  Committee  the  names 
of  the  following  people  (subject  to  their  own  agreement  and  to  that  of  their 
churches)  to  fill  these  vacancies  in  the  membership  of  the  Commission  on  Faith 
and  Order  (cf . Constitution  § 5 (ii) : 

Dr.  E.  Flesseman-van  Leer,  Netherlands  Reformed  Church 

(to  replace  Professor  H.  Berkhof) 
Professor  G.  W.  H.  Lampe,  Church  of  England 

(to  replace  Professor  W.  O.  Chadwick) 
Pastor  V.  Rakotoarimanana,  Eglise  Evangelique  de  Madagascar 

(to  replace  Pastor  J.  Ralambomahay) 
Dr.  W.  M.  S.  West,  Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland 

(to  replace  Dr.  E.  A.  Payne) 

Dr.  G.  O.  Williams,  Bishop  of  Bangor,  Church  in  Wales 

(to  replace  Canon  R.  R.  Hartford) 

It  was  also  agreed  that  correspondence  should  be  resumed  with  the  Church  of 
the  Province  of  South  Africa  with  regard  to  the  question  of  a permanent  replace- 
ment for  Bishop  A.  H.  Zulu. 

(b)  Working  Committee  vacancies 

It  was  reported  that  there  were  four  vacancies  in  the  Working  Committee  — 
two  caused  by  the  resignation  of  Dr.  Payne  and  Professor  Wingren,  and  two 
others,  to  be  filled  at  the  Working  Committee’s  discretion,  from  among  the 
Commission  membership.  After  discussion,  it  was  agreed  that  the  following  be 
invited  to  serve : 

Principal  L.  G.  Champion  (in  place  of  Dr.  E.  A.  Payne) 

Professor  P.  E.  Persson  (in  place  of  Professor  G.  F.  Wingren) 

Bishop  K.  Sarkissian 
Dr.  J.  Smolik 

The  list  of  Working  Committee  members,  including  the  four  new  ones,  would 
then  be  put  forward  to  the  Commission  for  nomination  to  serve  until  the  next 
meeting  of  the  Commission  (cf.  Constitution  §22). 

Ecumenical  Research  Institute 

After  a short  discussion,  it  was  agreed  that  the  following  resolution  be  trans- 
mitted to  the  Central  Committee  at  its  next  meeting  in  January  1965  at  Enugu  : 

“The  Working  Committee  learned  with  interest  that  the  Executive  Com- 
mittee of  the  World  Council  had  responded  positively  to  tentative  proposals  for 
the  establishment  of  a WCC  Ecumenical  Research  Institute  as  soon  as  opportunity 
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affords.  The  Committee  warmly  welcomed  this  possibility,  recognizing  a real 
need  for  more  theological  research  than  can  be  done  with  present  Study  Divi- 
sion resources,  the  fact  that  research  institutes  are  being  set  up  within  certain 
confessions,  the  desirability  of  having  facilities  for  prolonged  ecumenical 
encounter  and  co-operation  in  this  sphere,  and  the  general  usefulness  for  Faith  and 
Order  work  of  a focusing  point  for  utilizing  the  theological  research  being 
carried  on  in  many  different  places.” 


Invitations  from  Church  Union  Committees 


Mr.  Rodger  reported  that  an  invitation  had  been  received  from  the  East 
African  Committee  on  Church  Union  to  send  a Faith  and  Order  consultant  to  the 
meeting  of  the  Committee  to  be  held  in  Dodoma,  Tanganyika,  from  26  January 
to  4 February  1965  : and  Dr.  Vischer  reported  a similar  request  from  the  Church 
Union  Committee  in  Ghana.  It  was  suggested  that  someone  attending  the  Central 
Committee  meeting  at  Enugu  in  January  1965  might  be  in  a position  to  go  on 
from  there  to  attend  these  meetings.  The  Working  Committee  took  note  of  these 
two  requests,  and  asked  the  staff  to  investigate  possibilities  and  report  to  the 
meeting  of  the  Committee  on  26  August. 


Proposals  for  Revision  of  the  Constitution 

It  was  suggested  that  a small  sub-committee  be  set  up  to  consider  the  revision 
of  the  Faith  and  Order  Constitution,  bearing  in  mind  any  changes  which  might  be 
considered  necessary  as  a result  of  the  recommendations  of  the  WCC  Committee 
on  Structure.  The  Working  Committee  decided  to  transfer  this  matter  to  the 
agenda  for  its  next  meeting  on  26  August. 


Discussion  with  Chairman  of  the  WCC  Committee  on  Structure 


The  Working  Committee  listened  with  interest  to  a talk  from  Dr.  Norman 
Goodall,  Chairman  of  the  WCC  Committee  on  Structure,  in  which  he  outlined  a 
tentative  proposal  put  forward  by  his  Committee  for  the  position  of  Faith  and 
Order  within  the  WCC.  After  an  extensive  discussion,  the  Working  Committee 
agreed  that  it  would  be  prepared  to  support  the  tentative  proposal  outlined 
by  Dr.  Goodall.  It  hoped  that  its  representatives  would  attend  the  next  meeting 
of  the  Committee  on  Structure  in  November,  1964,  where  further  discussions 
would  take  place. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  9.55  p.m. 
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Minutes  of  the 


MEETING  OF  THE 

WORKING  COMMITTEE  OF  FAITH  AND  ORDER 

held  on  Wednesday  26  August  1964 
at  the  University  of  Aarhus,  Denmark 


A meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Working  Committee  was  held  on  Wednesday 
26  August  at  the  University  of  Aarhus,  Denmark. 

The  following  were  present : 

Officers  : The  Rt.  Rev.  O.  S.Tomkins,  Bishop  of  Bristol,  Chairman 

Principal  J.  R.  Chandran,  Vice-Chairman  of  the  Commission 


Members  : 


Proxies  : 
Staff: 


Principal  L.  G.  Champion 
Professor  N.  Chitescu 
Professor  E.  R.  Fair  weather 
Professor  G.  Florovsky 
Professor  J.  D.  McCaughey 
Professor  J.  R.  Nelson 


Professor  P.  E.  Persson 
Professor  J.  A.  Sutler 
Professor  K.  E.  Skydsgaard 
Dr.  J.  Smolik 
Dr.  T.  M.  Taylor 


Bishop  Emilianos  of  Meloa  (for  Metropolitan  Chrysostomos) 
The  Rev.  W.  J.  S.  Farris  (for  Professor  D.  W.  Hay) 


The  Rev.  M.  B.  Handspicker 
The  Rev.  V.  E.  W.  Hayward 
The  Rev.  P.  C.  Rodger 
Dr.  L.  Vischer 


Visitors  : Bishop  I.  Hazim 

Bishop  S.  C.  Neill 
The  Rev.  H.  Talman 


The  Chairman  opened  the  meeting  with  prayer  at  4.00  p.m.,  and  welcomed 
the  new  members  of  the  Working  Committee  — Principal  Champion,  Dr.  Persson 
and  Dr.  Smolik. 


Telegram  to  Archbishop  Makarios 

It  was  agreed  that  a telegram  of  greeting  be  sent  to  Archbishop  Makarios 
in  the  names  of  the  Chairmen  of  the  Commission  and  Working  Committee, 
expressing  the  Commission’s  good  wishes  and  prayers  for  peace  in  Cyprus. 

Possible  second  edition  of  “A  History  of  the  Ecumenical  Movement” 

The  Chairman  welcomed  Bishop  Stephen  Neill  who  was  present  by  request 
to  inform  the  Working  Committee  about  the  position  with  regard  to  “A  History 
of  the  Ecumenical  Movement”. 
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Bishop  Neill  reminded  the  Committee  that  the  English  edition  of  this  work 
was  now  out  of  print.  It  had  been  suggested  that  a new  edition  should  if  possible 
be  published  in  time  for  the  next  WCC  Assembly  in  1967.  The  main  question 
was  one  of  finance.  There  were  several  alternative  proposals  which  Bishop  Neill 
put  forward,  as  follows  : 

(1)  To  publish  a second  edition  with  a minimum  amount  of  revision.  (This 
would  include  the  addition  of  a new  final  chapter,  to  bring  the  history  up  to  date, 
the  correction  of  misprints  and  errors,  etc.) 

(2)  To  do  a more  careful  revision.  (This  would  involve  a re-writing  of  some 
of  the  chapters,  e.g.  the  one  on  Roman  Catholics,  where  there  was  a great  deal 
of  new  material  to  be  incorporated  ; thorough  revision  of  the  bibliography, 
etc.,  in  addition  to  the  new  final  chapter.  This  would  require  much  more  time 
and  expense.) 

(3)  To  produce  an  abridged  volume  as  a paper-back.  (This  would  involve 
condensing  most  of  the  earlier  chapters  very  considerably,  but  would  produce  a 
volume  useful  to  students  at  a price  they  could  afford.) 

(4)  To  revive  the  original  project  of  producing  a companion  volume  to  the 
History,  consisting  of  the  relevant  documents,  properly  annotated  and  indexed. 
(Some  work  had  been  done  on  this  at  the  time  of  the  first  publication  of  the 
Ecumenical  History,  but  it  had  been  abandoned  for  want  of  support.) 

Bishop  Neill  felt  that  it  would  be  well  worth  while  to  attempt  the  second 
proposal  for  more  careful  and  extensive  revision,  if  the  necessary  money  and 
personnel  could  be  found.  It  would  be  necessary  for  someone  to  work  on  this 
project  full-time  for  about  a year  — preferably  someone  who  had  taken  part  in 
the  original  work,  or  at  least  someone  with  an  extensive  knowledge  of  the  ecu- 
menical movement.  This  person  would  be  needed  in  addition  to  Dr.  Goodall, 
who  had  been  invited  to  write  the  new  concluding  chapter.  (It  was  reported 
that  Dr.  Goodall  had  accepted  this  latter  assignment,  and  the  news  was  received 
with  great  satisfaction.)  Professor  Nelson  suggested  the  name  of  Professor  John 
McNeill,  who  had  recently  retired,  as  someone  particularly  well-qualified  to 
undertake  the  task  of  revision. 

Bishop  Neill  was  also  anxious  that  if  at  all  possible  the  abridged  paper-back 
version  should  be  undertaken,  particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  full  revised 
version,  if  published,  could  not  be  sold  for  less  than  about  £4  4s.,  because  of  the 
enormous  rise  in  printing  and  publishing  costs.  This  would  mean  that  virtually 
only  libraries  could  afford  to  buy  it,  and  its  circulation  would  be  relatively  small ; 
whereas  a paper-back  version  of  not  more  than  500  pages  could  be  made  to  sell 
for  about  10s.  6d. 

With  regard  to  the  volume  of  documents,  this  was  a much  more  extensive 
undertaking,  and  it  would  be  necessary  for  a research  assistant  at  a university  to 
give  at  least  two  years  to  the  project,  which  would  make  it  very  costly,  but  none- 
theless extremely  worth  while. 

The  main  difficulty,  however,  with  all  these  plans  was  financial,  and  Bishop 
Neill  asked  for  any  suggestions  as  to  suitable  agencies  or  foundations  which  might 
be  approached. 

The  Working  Committee  expressed  great  interest  in  the  plans  the  Bishop  had 
outlined,  and  it  was  suggested  that  the  Disciples  of  Christ  in  the  USA,  who  had 
in  the  past  shown  much  interest  in  ecumenical  historical  research,  might  be 
interested  in  the  project  of  the  revised  History. 
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The  Chairman  suggested  that  perhaps  it  might  be  proposed  to  the  Central 
Committee  at  Enugu  that  the  History  Committee  be  re-constituted  and  made 
responsible  for  taking  the  matter  further.  Dr.  Vischer  said  that  in  view  of  their 
other  commitments  it  would  not  be  possible  for  the  Faith  and  Order  staff  to  take 
on  this  work. 

After  some  further  discussion,  the  Working  Committee  thanked  Bishop  Neill, 
and  warmly  commended  the  proposals  he  had  outlined  for  the  revision  of  the 
Ecumenical  History,  and  hoped  that  some  means  of  carrying  them  out  might  be 
found. 


WCC  Committee  on  Structure 

It  was  agreed  that  the  officers  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission,  with  the 
addition  of  Dr.  T.  M.  Taylor,  should  form  the  deputation  from  the  Commission 
to  meet  the  WCC  Structure  Committee  at  its  meeting  in  Geneva  on  19  and  20 
November  1964. 

Revision  of  Constitution 

Mr.  Rodger  suggested  that  the  officers  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
who  would  be  coming  to  Geneva  for  the  meeting  of  the  Structure  Committee  in 
November  might  be  able  to  meet  for  a short  time  to  discuss  a preliminary  draft 
of  the  revised  Constitution.  This  was  agreed.  It  was  also  suggested  that  after 
the  officers  had  done  some  work  on  this  proposed  draft,  Mr.  Stringfellow,  Mr.  Ross 
and  Professor  Wingren  might  be  invited  to  comment  on  it. 


Working  Committee  Study  on  the  Nature  of  Unity 


After  discussion,  the  following  members  of  the  Working  Committee  were 
appointed  to  take  part  in  this  study : 


Professor  Skydsgaard 

Professor  Schlink  (or  Dr.  Persson) 

Professor  Florovsky 

Principal  Chandran 

Professor  Fairweather 


Professor  McCaughey 

Professor  Mehl 

Professor  Nelson 

Principal  Champion 

Bishop  Sarkissian  (or  Fr.  Borovoy) 


It  was  proposed  that  the  group  should  meet  for  two  days  immediately  before  the 
next  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee. 


Committee  Reports 

(a)  Committee  I — CREATION,  NEW  CREATION  AND  THE  UNITY 
OF  THE  CHURCH 

Professor  Sittler  reported  that  he  had  received  some  comments,  and  would  be 
meeting  with  Professors  Fairweather  and  Nelson  to  do  some  further  work  on  the 
draft.  With  regard  to  regional  groups  for  working  on  the  study,  it  was  reported  (1) 
that  Professor  Lampe  had  agreed  to  start  a group  in  Cambridge  dealing  with  some 
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scriptural  aspects  of  the  question ; (2)  that  in  Toronto  Professors  Fairweather 
and  Hay  hoped  to  start  a group  containing  both  theologians  and  scientists ; and 
(3)  that  Dr.  Smolik  had  expressed  interest  in  starting  a group  in  Prague.  Other 
suggestions  were  that  Professor  von  Weizsacker  might  be  interested  to  start  a 
group  in  Germany,  and  that  the  Rev.  J.  R.  Fleming  might  be  able  to  initiate  some 
work  in  East  Asia  — perhaps  in  India  and  Japan.  Professor  Sittler  stressed  that 
groups  should  be  free  to  use  their  own  tactics ; the  group  he  hoped  to  start  in 
Chicago  would  not  necessarily  be  following  any  specific  line  laid  down  in  the 
report. 

(b)  Committee  II  — CHRIST,  THE  HOLY  SPIRIT  AND  THE  MINISTRY 

Professor  McCaughey  reported  that  he  had  discussed  with  Dr.  Vischer  the 
alterations  needed  in  the  report  to  take  account  of  the  comments  raised.  The 
relationship  of  the  regional  groups  to  Mr.  Mackie’s  study  on  training  for  the 
ministry  was  discussed.  It  was  felt  that  some  groups  might  wish  to  participate  in 
both  studies  ; others  would  wish  to  keep  them  separate.  It  was  reported  that  the 
Groupe  des  Dombes,  a joint  Roman  Catholic/Protestant  group  in  France  was 
interested  in  this  study,  and  Professor  McCaughey  thought  it  was  also  possible 
that  a group  in  Melbourne  would  undertake  work  in  this  field.  He  would  try  to 
keep  in  touch  with  work  in  S.E.  Asia  and  in  New  Zealand.  The  Bishop  of  Bristol 
agreed  to  investigate  with  Principal  Champion  the  possibility  of  starting  a group 
in  Bristol. 

(c)  Committee  III  — THE  EUCHARIST:  A SACRAMENT  OF  UNITY 

Bishop  Hazim  reported  briefly  on  various  proposed  amendments  to  the  study 
outline  recommended  in  the  report  of  this  Committee.  It  was  reported  that  it  had 
been  suggested  that  Professor  von  Allmen  might  be  invited  to  write  this  study 
guide.  If  he  accepted,  a draft  might  then  be  submitted  to  a consultation  some 
time  in  the  summer  of  1965,  perhaps  before  the  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee. 
Members  were  asked  to  let  the  staff  have  suggestions  as  to  names  of  people  who 
might  be  interested  to  serve  either  on  the  international  commission,  or  in  local 
groups. 

(d)  Committee  IV  — SPIRIT,  ORDER  AND  ORGANIZATION 

Professor  Fairweather  said  that  a group  in  Canada  under  Professor  Fennell 
would  be  interested  in  doing  study  in  this  area.  It  should  also  be  possible  to 
obtain  information  from  Mr.  Norgren  on  the  present  state  of  the  study  being 
undertaken  by  the  National  Council  of  Churches  in  the  USA.  Mr.  Handspicker 
said  it  was  hoped  to  have  the  main  international  commission  centred  in  Europe, 
since  it  was  there  rather  than  in  North  America  that  the  work  needed  most 
encouragement.  It  was  suggested  that  a progress  report  should  be  made  to  the 
next  Working  Committee  meeting,  and  that  the  international  commission  should 
be  appointed  thereafter. 

Study  on  the  Diaconate 

Dr.  Vischer  reported  that  the  document  produced  by  the  consultation  held 
in  the  spring  of  1964  had  been  submitted  to  Committee  II  at  Aarhus  for  comment. 
Several  alterations  had  now  been  proposed,  and  the  document  now  had  the  title 
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“Nine  Reflections  on  the  Ministry  of  Deacons  in  the  Church”  instead  of  “Ten 
Reflections  . . since  it  had  been  decided  to  treat  the  question  of  Deaconesses 
separately  at  a further  consultation  which  might  be  held  in  1965.  It  was  proposed 
to  print  the  revised  document,  together  with  some  other  papers  on  Deacons 
written  from  different  confessional  points  of  view,  as  a paper-back,  similar  to  the 
one  produced  jointly  with  the  Department  on  the  Co-operation  of  Men  and 
Women  in  Church,  Family  and  Society  entitled  “On  the  Ordination  of  Women”. 


Invitations  from  Church  Union  Committees 

This  question  had  previously  been  discussed  at  the  meeting  on  19  August, 
and  since  then  preliminary  investigations  had  shown  that  the  task  of  finding 
someone  who  could  go  on  either  to  Ghana  or  to  the  East  African  discussions 
after  the  Central  Committee  meeting  at  Enugu  was  not  proving  very  easy.  Prin- 
cipal Chandran  was  unable  to  stay  on  long  enough  to  attend  the  East  African 
meeting  at  Dodoma.  Some  other  names  were  suggested,  and  the  staff  were  asked 
to  continue  their  investigations. 


Faith  and  Order  Lecturers 

Members  were  reminded  of  what  had  already  been  said  in  the  final  plenary 
session  of  the  Commission  meeting  (see  p.  36)  regarding  possible  co-operation 
with  the  Theological  Education  Fund  programme  of  visiting  professorships  ; and 
discussion  then  followed  on  the  question  of  how  this  might  work  out  in  practice. 
It  was  established  that  the  initiative  lay  with  the  theological  schools,  since  the 
request  had  to  come  in  the  first  place  from  them  ; and  it  was  suggested  that  when 
colleges  wrote  to  the  TEF  asking  to  take  part  in  this  scheme,  they  should  also 
mention  that  they  were  interested  in  having  a Faith  and  Order  lecturer.  Further 
discussions  were  going  on  with  the  TEF  and  the  question  of  procedure  would 
have  to  be  clarified. 


Fixed  Easter  Date 

Dr.  Vischer  reported  that  the  Schema  on  the  Liturgy  which  the  Vatican  Council 
had  accepted  contained  an  appendix  which  stated  that  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  had  no  objection  in  principle  to  an  agreement  for  a fixed  date  for  Easter, 
provided  it  was  possible  for  other  Christian  bodies  to  come  to  a common  mind 
on  this  question.  This  was  an  old  problem,  investigated  by  the  Life  and  Work 
movement  in  the  1930s  as  the  result  of  a request  from  the  League  of  Nations. 
In  general,  the  most  favoured  date  appeared  to  be  the  Sunday  following  the  second 
Saturday  in  April. 

After  the  first  session  of  the  Vatican  Council,  the  General  Secretariat  of  the 
WCC  wrote  to  all  member  churches  asking  for  their  reactions  to  the  proposal 
for  a fixed  Easter.  About  35  churches  replied,  the  majority  in  a positive  fashion 
(the  only  negative  response  coming  from  certain  German  churches),  and  a report 
had  been  made  to  the  WCC  Executive  Committee  at  Tutzing.  It  was  important 
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that  the  Vatican  Council  resolution  should  not  go  unanswered,  and  the  Executive 
Committee  had  asked  for  a study  paper  to  be  prepared  on  this  question. 

After  a brief  discussion  the  Working  Committee  agreed  that  when  further 
investigations  had  been  made  among  specialists  in  this  field,  a further  report 
should  then  be  made  to  the  Executive  Committee. 


Date  of  next  Working  Committee  meeting 

It  was  agreed  that  the  next  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee  should  be 
held  from  Friday  evening  9 July  through  Monday  evening  12  July  1965  (departure 
early  on  Tuesday  13  July),  and  the  staff  were  asked  to  investigate  the  possibility 
of  holding  it  in  the  German  Democratic  Republic,  in  order  to  make  it  easier 
for  East  German  members  to  attend.  If  it  proved  impossible  to  arrange  the  meeting 
in  East  Germany,  the  Bishop  of  Bristol  and  Principal  Champion  offered  to 
invite  the  Committee  to  Bristol  as  an  alternative  site. 

It  was  also  agreed  that  the  sub-committee  to  discuss  “The  Nature  of  Unity” 
should  meet  from  7 to  9 July,  at  the  same  place  as  the  Working  Committee.* 


Place  of  next  Commission  meeting 

It  was  reported  that  Mr.  Stringfellow  had  written  to  suggest  that  the  next 
meeting  of  the  Commission  (1967)  might  take  place  in  Harlem,  New  York,  as 
a way  of  demonstrating  “Faith  and  Order’s  concern  for  the  common  life  of  the 
world”.  The  Committee  agreed  that  the  staff  be  asked  to  thank  Mr.  Stringfellow 
for  his  suggestion,  and  ask  him  whether  any  support  for  this  proposal  would  be 
forthcoming  from  among  the  churches  established  in  Harlem,  and  whether 
they  would  be  prepared  to  issue  a formal  invitation.  The  question  could  then  be 
reconsidered  at  the  1965  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee. 


Closing  actions 


The  Working  Committee  received  with  appreciation  a letter  of  greeting  from 
Professor  Anagnostopoulos,  which  had  unfortunately  arrived  too  late  to  be 
communicated  to  the  Commission. 

There  being  no  further  business,  the  Chairman  closed  the  meeting  with  the 
blessing  at  10.25  p.m. 


* Subsequently  amended  to  6-9  July. 
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PART  III 


MEMBERS  OF  THE  FAITH  AND  ORDER  COMMISSION 
AND  THE  SECRETARIAT  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

* = Member  of  the  Working  Committee 


OFFICERS 

Chairman  : *The  Rev.  Professor  Paul  S.  Minear  (United  Church  of  Christ,  USA), 
247  St.  Ronan  Street,  New  Haven  11,  Conn.  06511,  USA. 

Vice-Chairmen  : * The  Rev.  Principal  J.  R.  Chandran  (Church  of  South  India),  United 
Theological  College,  17  Miller’s  Road,  Bangalore  6,  South  India  {To  June  1965  : 
Union  Theological  Seminary,  Broadway  at  120th  Street,  New  York,  N.Y.  10027, 
USA.) 

♦Metropolitan  Chrysostomos  of  Myra  (Ecumenical  Patriarchate  of  Constantinople), 
B.P.  1225,  Istanbul,  Turkey. 

♦Professor  E.  W.  L.  Schlink  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany:  Lutheran),  Plan- 
kengasse  1,  69  Heidelberg,  Germany. 

Chairman  of  the  Working  Committee  : * The  Rt.  Rev.  Oliver  S.  Tomkins,  Bishop  of 
Bristol  (Church  of  England),  Bishop’s  House,  Clifton  Hill,  Bristol  8,  England. 


MEMBERS  OF  THE  SECRETARIAT 

Executive  Secretary  : The  Rev.  Patrick  C.  Rodger  (Episcopal  Church  in  Scotland), 
150,  route  de  Ferney,  1211  Geneva  20,  Switzerland. 

Research  Secretary  : The  Rev.  Dr.  Lukas  Vischer  (Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation), 
150,  route  de  Ferney,  1211  Geneva  20,  Switzerland. 

Assistant  Secretary  : The  Rev.  M.  B.  Handspicker  (United  Church  of  Christ,  USA), 
150,  route  de  Ferney,  1211  Geneva  20,  Switzerland. 


MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMISSION 


Dr.  J.  L.  Ch.  Abineno  (Reformed  Church  in  Indonesia),  Djalan  Kemiri  17,  Djakarta, 
Indonesia. 

i The  Rev.  E.  A.  Adegbola  (Methodist  Church  in  Nigeria),  Immanuel  College,  Box  515, 
Ibadan,  Nigeria. 

The  Rev.  Professor  R.  F.  Aldwinckle  (Baptist  Federation  of  Canada),  52  Kingsmount 
Avenue  North,  Hamilton,  Ontario,  Canada. 
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The  Most  Rev.  Alexis,  Archbishop  of  Tallinn  and  Estonia  (Orthodox  Church  of  Russia), 
64  Pick,  Tallinn,  USSR. 

Professor  H.  S.  Alivisatos  (Church  of  Greece),  Coumbari  Str.  2,  Athens  138,  Greece. 

Professor  V.  Anagnostopoulos  (Ecumenical  Patriarchate  of  Constantinople),  Hamam 
Sok  38/2,  Heybeliada,  Istanbul,  Turkey. 

Dr.  E.  J.  F.  Arndt  (United  Church  of  Christ,  USA),  Eden  Theological  Seminary, 
475  East  Lockwood  Avenue,  Webster  Groves,  Missouri,  63119  USA. 

The  Rev.  W.  Artus  (Waldensian  Church),  Colonia  Valdense,  Dpto.  Colonia,  Uruguay. 

The  Most  Rev.  Dr.  A.  Basilious  (Coptic  Orthodox  Patriarchate  of  Jerusalem  and  the 
Near  East),  P.O.  Box  4006,  Jerusalem  (Old  City),  Jordan. 

The  Rev.  J.  M.  Bates  (Presbyterian  Church  of  New  Zealand),  4 Coughtrey  Street, 
Dunedin,  New  Zealand. 

Professor  Joaquim  Beato  (Presbyterian  Church  of  Brazil),  Seminario  Teologico  Presbite- 
riano  do  Centenario,  Caixa  Postal  855,  Vitoria,  Est.  Espirito  Santo,  Brazil. 

The  Rev.  G.  G.  Beazley,  jr.  (Disciples  of  Christ,  USA),  222  South  Downey  Avenue, 
Indianapolis,  Indiana,  46207  USA. 

The  Rev.  Professor  Boris  Bobrinskoy  (Russian  Exarchate  in  Western  Europe,  of  the 
Ecumenical  Patriarchate),  93  rue  de  Crimde,  Paris  19e,  France. 

* Archpriest  Vitaly  Borovoy  (Orthodox  Church  of  Russia), 

150,  route  de  Ferney,  1211  Geneva  20,  Switzerland. 

Professor  K.  R.  Bridston  (The  American  Lutheran  Church),  Pacific  Lutheran  Theolog- 
ical Seminary,  2770  Marin  Avenue,  Berkeley  8,  California,  USA. 

The  Rev.  Professor  David  Cairns  (Church  of  Scotland),  1 St.  Swithin  Street,  Aberdeen, 
Scotland. 

The  Rev.  Dr.  R.  C.  Chalmers  (United  Church  of  Canada),  Pine  Hill  Divinity  Hall, 
Halifax,  Nova  Scotia,  Canada. 

* The  Rev.  Principal  L.  G.  Champion  (Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland), 

The  Baptist  College,  Woodland  Road,  Bristol  8,  England. 

The  Rev.  E.  Chavez  Campos  (Pentecostal  Church  of  Chile),  Calle  Pena  1103,  Casilla 
no.  2,  Curico,  Chile. 

* Professor  Nikolai  Chitescu  (Orthodox  Church  of  Rumania),  Strada  I.  C.  Frimu  44, 

Bucharest,  Rumania. 

Dr.  Chow  Lien-Hwa  (Taiwan  Baptist  Convention),  P.O.  Box  427,  Taipei,  Taiwan 
(Formosa). 

Dean  J.  B.  Coburn  (Protestant  Episcopal  Church,  USA),  Episcopal  Theological  School 
99  Brattle  St.,  Cambridge,  Mass.,  02138  USA. 

Dr.  Maurice  A.  Creasey  (London  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  Society  of  Friends),  Wood- 
brooke  College,  Selly  Oak,  Birmingham  29,  England. 
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Bishop  F.  G.  Ensley  (Methodist  Church,  USA),  615  Tenth  Street,  Des  Moines,  Iowa, 
USA. 

♦The  Rev.  Professor  E.  R.  Fairweather  (Anglican  Church  of  Canada),  Trinity  College, 
Hoskin  Avenue,  Toronto  5,  Ontario,  Canada. 

The  Rev.  W.  J.  S.  Farris  (Presbyterian  Church  in  Canada),  4 Wishaw  Drive,  Kingston  8, 
Jamaica,  West  Indies. 

Dr.  A.  E.  Fernandez  Arlt  (Lutheran  Church  in  Uruguay),  Federacibn  de  Iglesias  Evan- 
gelicas  del  Uruguay,  San  Josb  1457,  Montevideo,  Uruguay. 

♦ The  Very  Rev.  Professor  Georges  Florovsky  (Greek  Orthodox  Archdiocese  of 

North  and  South  America,  Ecumenical  Patriarchate),  Department  of  Religion,  1879 
Hall,  N°  414,  Princeton  University,  Princeton,  New  Jersey  08540,  USA. 

Professor  Haakon  Flottorp  (Church  of  Norway),  Baldersgt.  4a,  Kristiansand,  South 
Norway. 

The  Rev.  John  Gatu  (Presbyterian  Church  of  East  Africa),  Presbyterian  Church  Office, 
P.O.  Box  8268,  Nairobi,  Kenya,  East  Africa. 

The  Rev.  Principal  A.  Raymond  George  (Methodist  Church,  Gt.  Britain),  Lathbury 
House,  Wesley  College,  Headingley,  Leeds  6,  England. 

Professor  Justo  Gonzalez  (Methodist  Church),  Evangelical  Seminary  of  Puerto  Rico, 
P.O.  Box  426,  Rio  Piedras,  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico,  00928. 

The  Rev.  Professor  S.  L.  Greenslade  (Church  of  England),  Christ  Church,  Oxford, 
England. 

Professor  Warren  F.  Groff  (Church  of  the  Brethren,  USA),  Bethany  Theological 
Seminary,  Cor.  Butterfield  and  Meyers  Roads,  Oak  Brook,  111.,  60523,  USA. 

The  Rev.  W.  F.  Hambly  (Methodist  Church  of  Australasia),  Lincoln  College,  45  Broug- 
ham Place,  North  Adelaide,  South  Australia. 

The  Rev.  J.  Hamel  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  : United),  Bethgestr.  10,  Naum- 
burg/Saale,  Germany  (DDR). 

The  Rev.  Professor  Robert  T.  Handy  (American  Baptist  Convention),  Union  Theolo- 
gical Seminary,  Broadway  at  120th  Street,  New  York,  N.Y.,  10027,  USA. 

The  Rev.  Professor  Edward  R.  Hardy  (Protestant  Episcopal  Church,  USA),  Berkeley 
Divinity  School,  140  Prospect  Street,  New  Haven,  Conn.,  06511  USA. 

Hauptpastor  Dr.  H.  H.  Harms  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  : Lutheran),  Englische 
Planke  1,  2 Hamburg  11,  Germany. 

* The  Rev.  Professor  David  W.  Hay  (Presbyterian  Church  in  Canada),  Knox  College, 

59  St.  George  Street,  Toronto,  Ontario,  Canada. 

The  Rt.  Rev.  Ignatius  Hazim,  Bishop  of  Palmyra  (Greek  Orthodox  Patriarchate  of 
Antioch),  P.O.  Box  100,  Tripoli,  Lebanon. 

The  Rev.  Dr.  G.  Hendry  (United  Presbyterian  Church,  USA),  Princeton  Theological 
Seminary,  Princeton,  N.J.,  08540  USA. 

Miss  Christian  Howard  (Church  of  England),  Coneysthorpe,  York,  England. 
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* Generalsuperintendent  Dr.  G.  Jacob  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany : United), 

Seminarstrasse  26,  Cottbus,  Germany  (DDR). 

The  Rt.  Rev.  P.  J.  Jans  (Old  Catholic  Church),  Bagijnhof  25,  Delft,  Netherlands. 

Professor  Wilfried  Joest  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany : Lutheran),  852  Erlangen- 
Buckenhof,  Im  Herrenlohe  14,  Germany. 

Metropolitan  Jossif  of  Varna  and  Preslav  (Orthodox  Church  of  Bulgaria),  4 rue  Obo- 
richtd,  Sofia,  Bulgaria. 

The  Rt.  Rev.  J.  Kibira,  Bishop  of  Bukoba  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  Tanganyika), 
P.O.  Box  98,  Bukoba,  Tanzania,  East  Africa. 

The  Rev.  Dr.  C.  C.  Kim  (Presbyterian  Church  in  the  Republic  of  Korea),  Han  Kuk 
Theological  Seminary,  129  Suyu  Dong,  Sung-buk  ku,  Seoul,  Korea. 

The  Rev.  Professor  N.  Q.  King  (Church  of  the  Province  of  East  Africa),  Makerere 
College,  Box  262,  Kampala,  Uganda,  East  Africa. 

The  Rev.  Dr.  C.  Kishi  (Lutheran  Church  in  Japan),  921  2-chome,  Saginomiya,  Naka- 
noku,  Tokyo,  Japan. 

Dr.  K.  Kitamori  (United  Church  of  Christ  in  Japan),  Christian  Centre  Building,  2 
4-chome,  Ginza,  Chuo-ku,  Tokyo,  Japan. 

Professor  G.  Konidaris  (Church  of  Greece),  84  Academy  Street,  Athens,  Greece. 

Studiendirektor  Dr.  W.  Krusche  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  : Lutheran),  Kamm- 
strasse  56,  Liickendorf  fiber  Zittau,  Germany  (DDR). 

Professor  W.  H.  Lazareth  (Lutheran  Church  in  America),  Lutheran  Theological 
Seminary,  7238  Boyer  Street,  Philadelphia  Pa.,  19119,  USA. 

The  Rev.  J.  P.  Lee- Woolf  (Congregational  Union  of  England  and  Wales),  Annandale, 
North  End  Road,  Golders  Green,  London  NW  11,  England. 

Dr.  Bela  Lesko  (United  Lutheran  Church  of  Argentina),  Facultad  Luterana  de  Teo- 
logia,  Gaspar  Campos  6151,  Jos6  C.  Paz,  FCNGSM,  Argentina. 

Professor  T.  S.  Liefeld  (The  American  Lutheran  Church),  Capital  University,  Colum- 
bus 9,  Ohio,  USA. 

* The  Rev.  Professor  J.  D.  McCaughey  (Presbyterian  Church  of  Australia),  Ormond 

College,  Parkville  N.2,  Victoria,  Australia. 

President  James  I.  McCord  (United  Presbyterian  Church,  USA),  Princeton  Theological 
Seminary,  Princeton,  N.J.,  08540,  USA. 

The  Rt.  Rev.  T.  Mar  Athanasius  (Mar  Thoma  Syrian  Church  of  Malabar),  Sion  Hill 
Aramana,  Kottayam,  Kerala,  South  India. 

Dr.  J.  Markarian  (Union  of  the  Armenian  Evangelical  Churches  in  the  Near  East), 
Haigazian  College,  P.O.  Box  1748,  Beirut,  Lebanon. 

Professor  Goro  Mayeda  (Non-Church  Movement,  Japan),  227  Akatsutsumi-1,  Seta- 
gaya-ku,  Tokyo,  Japan. 
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♦Professor  Roger  Mehl  (Reformed  Church  of  Alsace  and  Lorraine),  6 rue  Blessig, 
Strasbourg  (Bas-Rhin),  France. 

The  Rev.  Professor  Jean  Meyendorff  (Russian  Orthodox  Greek  Catholic  Church  of 
North  Ameiica),  St.  Vladimir’s  Seminary,  575  Scarsdale  Road,  Crestwood,  Tuckahoe, 
N.Y.,  USA. 

* The  Rev.  J.  Miguez  Bonino  (Methodist  Church  in  Argentina),  Camacua  282,  Buenos 

Aires  6,  Argentina. 

Dr.  N.  Minz  (Federation  of  Evangelical  Lutheran  Churches  in  India),  Lutheran  The- 
ological College,  Ranchi,  Bihar,  India  ( To  June  1965  : University  of  Chicago,  Hitch- 
cock 45,  Chicago,  111.  60637,  USA). 

Professor  E.  Molland  (Church  of  Norway),  Jacob  Aals  gt.  45  b,  Oslo,  Norway. 

Professor  Dale  Moody  (Southern  Baptist  Convention,  USA),  2825  Lexington  Road, 
Louisville  6,  Kentucky,  USA. 

Dean  Walter  G.  Muelder  (Methodist  Church,  USA),  745  Commonwealth  Avenue, 
Boston  15,  Mass.,  USA. 

Principal  K.  L.  Nasir  (United  Presbyterian  Church  of  Pakistan),  Gujranwala  Theological 
Seminary,  Gujranwala,  West  Pakistan. 

* The  Rev.  Professor  J.  Robert  Nelson  (Methodist  Church,  USA),  Graduate  School 

of  Theology,  Oberlin  College,  Oberlin,  Ohio  44074,  USA. 

Professor  W.  Niesel  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  : Reformed),  Schoeller,  post 
Dornap,  Germany. 

The  Rev.  S.  Nomenyo  (Evangelical  Church  of  Togo),  25  rue  Alsace-Lorraine,  Lom6, 
Togo,  West  Africa. 

* The  Rev.  Professor  A.  C.  Outler  (Methodist  Church,  USA),  Perkins  School  of 

Theology,  Southern  Methodist  University,  Dallas,  Texas  75222,  USA. 

Professor  J.  J.  Pelikan  (Slovak  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church),  Yale  Divinity  School, 
409  Prospect  Street,  New  Haven,  Conn.  06511,  USA. 

* Professor  P.  E.  Persson  (Church  of  Sweden),  Per  Henrik  Lings  vag.  3,  Lund,  Sweden. 

Dr.  John  Radha  Krtshan  (Methodist  Church  of  Southern  Asia),  Leonard  Theological 
College,  Jabalpur,  M.P.,  India. 

The  Rev.  Professor  J.  K.  S.  Reid  (Church  of  Scotland),  Don  House,  46  Don  Street, 
Aberdeen,  Scotland. 

Dr.  H.  G.  Renkewitz  (Moravian  Church),  Evangelical  Academy,  6381  Arnoldshain/ 
Taunus,  Germany. 

Professor  H.  Riesenfeld  (Church  of  Sweden),  Dekanhuset,  The  University,  Uppsala, 
Sweden. 

* The  Rev.  Principal  Harold  Roberts  (Methodist  Church,  Great  Britain),  2 College 

House,  Richmond  College,  Richmond,  Surrey,  England. 

The  Rev.  Dr.  A.  A.  Rodriguez  (United  Presbyterian  Church,  USA),  c/o  United  Pres- 
byterian Church,  USA,  475  Riverside  Drive,  New  York,  N.Y.,  10027,  USA. 
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Mr.  J.  M.  Ross  (Presbyterian  Church  of  England),  64  Wildwood  Road,  London, 
N.W.  11,  England. 

The  Rev.  Professor  E.  Gordon  Rupp  (Methodist  Church,  Great  Britain),  11  The  Meade, 
Chorltonville,  Manchester  21,  England. 

The  Rev.  Professor  V.  C.  Samuel  (Orthodox  Syrian  Church  of  the  East),  Theological 
College,  P.O.  Box  665,  Addis  Ababa,  Ethiopia. 

* Bishop  K.  Sarkissian  (Armenian  Orthodox  Church),  Armenian  Theological  Seminary, 

Catholicosate  of  Cilicia,  Antelias,  Lebanon. 

* The  Rev.  Professor  H.  A.  E.  Sawyerr  (Church  of  the  Province  of  West  Africa), 

Fourah  Bay  College,  Freetown,  Sierra  Leone. 

Professor  E.  Schweizer  (Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation),  Pilgerweg  8,  8044  Zurich, 
Switzerland. 

Bishop  Ferdinand  Sigg  (Methodist  Church,  Central  and  Southern  Europe),  Badener- 
strasse  69,  8000  Zurich,  Switzerland. 

* The  Rev.  Professor  J.  A.  Sittler  (Lutheran  Church  in  America),  Swift  Hall,  Univer- 

sity of  Chicago,  Chicago,  111.  60637,  USA. 

* Professor  John  E.  Skoglund  (American  Baptist  Convention),  Colgate-Rochester 

Divinity  School,  Rochester  N.Y.  14620,  USA. 

* Professor  K.  E.  Skydsgaard  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  Denmark),  St.  Kan- 

nikestraede  11,2,  Copenhagen  K,  Denmark. 

* The  Rev.  Dr.  J.  Smoltk  (Evangelical  Church  of  the  Czech  Brethren),  Salvatorska  1, 

Prague  I,  Czechoslovakia. 

The  Rt.  Rev.  C.  H.  W.  de  Soysa,  Bishop  of  Colombo  (Church  of  India,  Pakistan, 
Burma  and  Ceylon),  370  Buller’s  Road,  Colombo  7,  Ceylon. 

Dean  C.  S.  Spivey,  jr.  (African  Methodist  Episcopal  Church),  Payne  Theological  Semi- 
nary, Wilberforce,  Ohio,  USA. 

The  Rev.  Dr.  William  Stewart  (United  Church  of  Northern  India  and  Pakistan), 
Serampore  College,  Serampore,  Dt.  Hooghly,  West  Bengal,  India. 

Mr.  William  Stringfellow  (Protestant  Episcopal  Church,  USA),  Ellis,  Stringfellow 
and  Patton,  41  East  42nd  Street,  New  York,  N.Y.  10017,  USA. 

* The  Rev.  Professor  T.  M.  Taylor  (United  Presbyterian  Church,  USA),  Suite  1023, 

475  Riverside  Drive,  New  York,  N.Y.,  10027,  USA. 

Dr.  Seppo  A.  Teinonen  (Church  of  Finland),  Karaattitie,  Karakallio,  Helsinki-Kilo, 
Finland. 

Professor  J.  N.  Thomas  (Presbyterian  Church  in  the  United  States),  3401  Brook  Road, 
Richmond,  Virginia,  23227,  USA. 

Dr.  Andar  Tobing  (Protestant  Christian  Batak  Church),  Universitas  Nommensen 
HKBP,  Djalan  Asahan  4,  Pematang-Siantar,  Sumatra,  Indonesia. 

Dr.  L.  Veto  (Lutheran  Church  of  Hungary),  Ulloi-utca  24,  Budapest,  Hungary. 
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Professor  Valdo  Vinay  (Waldensian  Church,  Italy),  Via  Pietro  Cossa  42,  Rome,  Italy. 

The  Rev.  W.  G.  Wickremasinghe  (Baptist  Union  of  Ceylon),  Carey  College,  28  Kynsey 
Road,  Colombo  8,  Ceylon. 

Dr.  Colin  W.  Williams  (Methodist  Church  of  Australasia),  Dept,  of  Evangelism, 
NCCC/USA,  475  Riverside  Drive,  New  York,  N.Y.  10027,  USA. 

Professor  G.  F.  Wingren  (Church  of  Sweden),  Vintergatan  2c,  Lund,  Sweden. 

Professor  J.  W.  Winterhager  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  : United),  Niedstr.  27, 
Berlin-Friedenau,  Germany. 

The  Most  Rev.  F.  Woods,  Archbishop  of  Melbourne  (Church  of  England  in  Australia), 
St.  Paul’s  Cathedral  Building,  Flinders  Lane,  Melbourne,  Victoria,  Australia. 


RESEARCH  CONSULTANTS 


Fr6re  Max  Thurian  (Reformed  Church  of  France),  Communaut6  de  Taiz6,  Taiz6 
(S.-et-L.),  France. 

Dr.  J.  A.  van  Wyck  (Dutch  Reformed  Church),  P.O.  Sovenga,  Transvaal,  Republic  of 
South  Africa. 


NEW  MEMBERS 


The  following  have  been  nominated  by  the  Commission  and  their  names  are  being 
submitted  to  the  Central  Committee  meeting  at  Enugu  in  January  1965  for  election. 

Professor  A.  Benoit  (Evangelical  Church  of  Augsburg  Confession  in  Alsace  and 
Lorraine),  lc  quai  St-Thomas,  Strasbourg  (Bas-Rhin),  France. 

Dr.  E.  FLESSEMAN-van  Leer  (Netherlands  Reformed  Church)  Amstelhoven  10,  Amstel- 
veen,  Netherlands. 

Professor  P.  B.  Hinchliff  (Church  of  the  Province  of  South  Africa),  Rhodes 
University,  Grahamstown,  Cape  Province,  Republic  of  South  Africa. 

Professor  G.  W.  H.  Lampe  (Church  of  England),  The  Black  Hostelry,  Ely,  Cambs., 
England. 

The  Rev.  V.  Rakotoarimanana  (Evangelical  Church  of  Madagascar),  Ambohijatovo- 
Avaratra,  Tananarive,  Madagascar. 

Dr.  W.  M.  S.  West  (Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland),  18  Gurney  Court  Road, 
St.  Albans,  Herts.,  England. 

The  Rt.  Rev.  Dr.  G.  O.  Williams,  Bishop  of  Bangor  (Church  in  Wales),  Ty’r  Esgob, 
Bangor,  Caernarvonshire,  N.  Wales,  Gt.  Britain. 
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THE  CONSTITUTION  OF 
THE  COMMISSION  ON  FAITH  AND  ORDER 


(As  accepted  at  the  Third  World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order,  Lund,  1952, 
and  subsequently  revised  by  the  Second  Assembly  of  the  World  Council  of 
Churches,  Evanston,  1954,  by  the  Central  Committee,  Davos,  1955,  by  the 
Commission  on  Faith  and  Order  and  the  Central  Committee,  St.  Andrews,  1960, 
by  the  Central  Committee,  Paris,  1962,  and  by  the  Central  Committee,  Rochester, 
USA,  1963.) 


TITLE 

1.  The  Commission  shall  be  called  the  Commission  on  Faith  and  Order  of 
the  World  Council  of  Churches. 


MEANINGS 

2.  In  this  Constitution  : 

The  Commission  means  the  above-named  Commission  on  Faith  and  Order  of 
the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

The  Working  Committee  means  the  Working  Committee  of  the  Commission 
on  Faith  and  Order. 

The  Council  means  the  above-named  World  Council  of  Churches. 

The  Assembly  means  the  Assembly  of  the  World  Council. 

The  Central  Committee  means  the  Central  Committee  of  the  World  Council. 


FUNCTIONS 

3 .  The  functions  of  the  Commission  are : 

(i)  To  proclaim  the  essential  oneness  of  the  Church  of  Christ  and  to  keep 
prominently  before  the  World  Council  and  the  Churches  the  obligation  to  manifest 
that  unity  and  its  urgency  for  world  mission  and  evangelism. 

(ii)  To  study  questions  of  faith,  order  and  worship  with  the  relevant  social, 
cultural,  political,  racial  and  other  factors  in  their  bearing  on  the  unity  of  the 
Church. 

(iii)  To  study  the  theological  implications  of  the  existence  of  the  ecumenical 
movement. 

(iv)  To  study  matters  in  the  present  relationships  of  the  Churches  to  one 
another  which  cause  difficulties  and  need  theological  clarification. 

(v)  To  provide  information  concerning  actual  steps  taken  by  the  Churches 
towards  reunion. 
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4.  All  activities  of  the  Commission  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  four 
principles  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement,  viz.  : 

(i)  Its  main  work  is  to  draw  Churches  out  of  isolation  into  conferences,  in 
which  none  is  to  be  asked  to  be  disloyal  to  or  to  compromise  its  convictions, 
but  to  seek  to  explain  them  to  others  while  seeking  to  understand  their  points 
of  view.  Irreconcilable  differences  are  to  be  recorded  as  honestly  as  agreements, 

(ii)  Its  conferences  are  to  be  conferences  of  delegates  officially  appointed  by  the 
Churches  to  represent  them,  (iii)  The  invitation  to  take  part  in  these  conferences 
is  addressed  to  Christian  Churches  throughout  the  world  which  accept  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  as  God  and  Saviour,  (iv)  Only  Churches  themselves  are  competent 
to  take  actual  steps  towards  reunion  by  entering  into  negotiations  with  one 
another.  The  work  of  the  Movement  is  not  to  formulate  schemes  and  tell  the 
Churches  what  they  ought  to  do,  but  to  act  as  the  handmaid  of  the  Churches 
in  the  preparatory  work  of  clearing  away  misunderstandings,  discussing  obstacles 
to  reunion,  and  issuing  reports  which  are  submitted  to  the  Churches  for  their 
consideration. 


ORGANIZATION 

5.  (i)  World  Conferences  on  Faith  and  Order  are  to  be  held  when  main 
subjects  are  ready  for  submission  to  the  Churches,  and  when,  on  recommenda- 
tion of  the  Commission  on  Faith  and  Order,  the  Central  Committee  so  decides. 

(ii)  The  Commission  on  Faith  and  Order  shall  consist  of  100  members 
appointed  by  the  Assembly  of  the  World  Council,  with  power  to  nominate 
additional  members  up  to  the  number  of  20  for  appointment  by  the  Central 
Committee,  all  these  to  hold  office  until  the  next  Assembly  (subject,  however 
to  any  revision  advised  by  a World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order  as  hereinafter 
provided).  At  each  Assembly  the  list  of  membership  shall  be  revised  in  the 
light  of  recommendations  made  by  the  Commission.  When  a World  Conference 
is  held,  it  shall  advise  the  Central  Committee  on  any  necessary  revision  of  the 
membership  of  the  Commission  between  that  Conference  and  the  next  Assembly. 
In  making  appointments  care  shall  be  taken  to  secure  the  adequate  geographical 
and  confessional  representation  of  Churches. 

The  Commission  may  include  members  of  Churches  which  accept  our  Lord 
Jesus  Christ  as  God  and  Saviour  but  are  not  members  of  the  World  Council. 

Vacancies  shall  be  filled  by  the  Central  Committee  on  the  recommendation 
of  the  Commission. 

Before  appointments  are  made,  steps  shall  be  taken  to  ensure  that  the  appoint- 
ments proposed  are  acceptable  to  the  Churches  concerned. 

(iii)  The  Commission  shall  normally  meet  every  three  years  but  may  be  called 
together  at  any  time  when  major  theological  commission  reports  need  to  be 
reviewed  by  a larger  body  than  the  Working  Committee. 

(iv)  The  Commission  shall  nominate  from  its  own  members,  for  appoint- 
ment by  the  Central  Committee,  a Working  Committee  of  not  more  than  22  mem- 
bers with  power  to  nominate  not  more  than  3 additional  members.  The  Chair- 
man of  the  Commission  shall  also  be  a member  ex  officio  of  the  Working 
Committee.  The  Working  Committee  shall  normally  meet  annually  and  shall 
be  responsible  (a)  for  administration  (b)  for  directing  the  study  work  and  other 
activities  of  Faith  and  Order  and  (c)  for  co-operation  with  other  agencies  of 
the  World  Council. 
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Vacancies  in  the  Working  Committee  shall  be  filled  by  the  Working  Com- 
mittee itself  from  the  membership  of  the  Commission  and  submitted  to  the 
Central  Committee  for  appointment. 

(v)  There  shall  be  various  theological  commissions  set  up  by  the  Commission 
or  Working  Committee.  Theological  commissions  may  include  as  members  or 
consultants  persons  who  are  not  members  of  the  Commission. 


MEETINGS  OF  THE  COMMISSION 

6.  The  Chairman  of  the  Commission,  or  in  his  absence  one  of  the  Vice- 
Chairmen,  shall  preside  at  meetings  of  the  Commission.  In  the  absence  of  these 
officers,  the  meeting  shall  elect  its  own  Chairman.  One-sixth  of  the  total  member- 
ship shall  constitute  a quorum. 

7.  The  notices  of  meetings  shall  be  issued  by  the  Secretary. 

8.  Members  of  the  Commission  can  name  substitutes  to  represent  them 
at  meetings  at  which  they  are  unable  to  be  present  themselves. 

9.  On  questions  of  Faith  and  Order  the  Commission  shall  not  adopt  any 
resolutions,  but  shall  confine  itself  to  recording  for  the  information  of  the  Churches 
such  agreements  and  disagreements  as  are  discovered. 

10.  Questions  of  procedure  and  the  conduct  of  the  business  of  the  Commis- 
sion shall  be  decided  by  a majority  vote  of  those  present  and  voting. 

11.  The  Working  Committee  may,  either  at  a meeting  of  the  Commission 
or  previously,  determine  the  rules  of  procedure  and  of  debate  for  the  meeting. 

12.  Persons  not  being  members  of  the  Commission  may  be  invited  by  the 
Chairman  or  the  Secretary  to  be  present  and  speak,  but  they  cannot  vote. 


CHAIRMAN 

13.  The  Chairman  shall  be  elected  by  a majority  of  votes  at  a duly  convened 
meeting  of  the  Commission,  on  the  nomination  of  the  Working  Committee. 

14.  The  Chairman  shall  hold  office  for  three  years  from  the  date  of  his 
appointment,  but  shall  be  eligible  for  re-election. 

15.  In  the  event  of  the  office  of  Chairman  falling  vacant  by  reason  of  resig- 
nation, incapacity  or  death,  the  Vice-Chairmen  and  the  Chairman  of  the  Working 
Committee  shall  be  together  responsible  for  the  appointment  of  an  acting- 
Chairman  until  such  time  as  a meeting  of  the  Commission  can  be  called. 


VICE-CHAIRMEN 

16.  Not  more  than  four  Vice-Chairmen  shall  be  elected  by  the  Commission 
on  the  nomination  of  the  Working  Committee,  shall  hold  office  for  three  years, 
and  shall  be  eligible  for  re-election. 
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THE  SECRETARIAT 


17.  There  shall  be  at  least  one  Secretary  who  shall  be  a member  of  the  staff 
of  the  Council  employed  for  the  work  of  the  Commission  on  a full-time  basis. 

18.  The  Secretary  or  Secretaries  shall  be  nominated  by  the  Commission  to 
the  Central  Committee. 

19.  It  shall  be  the  special  responsibility  of  the  Secretary  to  maintain  full 
consultation  and  co-operation  with  the  General  Secretariat  and  with  the  other 
Departments  of  the  Council,  and  particularly  with  the  Division  of  Studies. 

20.  The  salaries  or  honoraria  to  be  paid  to  the  Secretary  or  Secretaries  shall 
be  determined  by  the  Working  Committee  and  the  officers  of  the  Council  in 
consultation. 


THE  WORKING  COMMITTEE 

21 . The  Commission  shall  appoint  the  Chairman  of  the  Working  Committee. 

22.  Members  of  the  Working  Committee  shall  hold  office  until  the  next 
meeting  of  the  Commission,  when  the  list  of  membership  shall  be  revised. 

23.  The  Working  Committee  shall  have  power  to  act  on  behalf  of  the  Com- 
mission in  all  matters  where  action  is  required  before  a meeting  of  the  Commission 
can  be  convened. 

24.  The  Working  Committee  shall  meet  at  such  times  and  places  as  the 
Chairman  and  the  Secretary  shall  decide  to  be  required  for  the  performance 
of  its  duty. 

25.  The  quorum  for  a meeting  of  the  Working  Committee  shall  be  seven 
members  present. 

26.  If  at  any  time  when  it  is  inconvenient  to  convene  a meeting  the  Chairman 
and  Secretary  shall  decide  that  there  is  business  needing  an  immediate  decision 
by  the  Working  Committee,  it  shall  be  permissible  for  them  to  obtain  by  post 
the  opinions  of  its  members  and  the  majority  opinion  thus  ascertained  shall 
be  treated  as  equivalent  to  the  decision  of  a duly  convened  meeting. 

THE  DEPARTMENT 

27.  The  Chairman,  Vice-Chairmen,  Secretaries,  Chairman  of  the  Working 
Committee  and  the  Chairmen  of  Theological  Commissions  shall  together  be 
known  as  the  Council’s  Faith  and  Order  Department. 

28.  The  Department  shall  be  responsible  for  continuously  carrying  on  the 
work  of  the  Commission  between  meetings  of  the  Commission  and  the  Working 
Committee,  both  by  (i)  promoting  the  studies  of  the  Theological  Commissions 
and  (ii)  following  all  developments  in  the  matter  of  the  union  of  Churches  and 
keeping  all  the  Churches  informed  of  these  developments.  It  shall  maintain  full 
consultation  and  co-operation  with  the  Division  of  Studies  of  the  Council. 

29.  The  Secretaries  shall  be  the  only  officers  of  the  Commission  employed 
by  the  Council  on  a full-time  basis  ; the  other  members  of  the  Department  shall 
be  persons  giving  part-time  service  to  the  Commission  whilst  being  also  actively 
engaged  in  the  service  of  their  own  Churches. 
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THE  THEOLOGICAL  COMMISSIONS 


30.  The  work  of  the  Theological  Commissions  shall  be  to  prepare  reports 
which  may  serve  as  the  basis  for  discussion  in  the  Commission,  at  the  Assemblies 
of  the  World  Council,  or  at  Conferences  on  Faith  and  Order,  on  the  subjects 
referred  to  them  under  § 5 (v)  above. 

31.  Each  Theological  Commission  shall  be  composed  of  a Chairman,  Vice- 
Chairman  and  Secretary  with  other  members  chosen  for  their  special  competence 
in  the  particular  field  of  study  and  representing  as  wide  a variety  as  possible 
of  ecclesiastical  traditions.  The  Chairman,  Vice-Chairman  and  Secretary  shall 
be  appointed  by  the  Commission,  and  they  shall  then  select  and  appoint  the 
other  members  in  consultation  with  the  Working  Committee,  or  in  case  of 
emergency  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission. 


THE  BUDGET 

32.  The  Commission’s  financial  year  shall  run  from  1st  January  to  31st 
December. 

33.  An  annual  budget  of  expenditure  shall  be  drawn  up  by  the  Secretary  in 
consultation  with  the  Finance  Committee  of  the  Council ; it  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  Working  Committee  for  its  approval  and  when  so  approved  shall  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  Council  for  final  adoption.  Copies  shall  then  be  sent  to  all  members 
of  the  Commission. 

34.  The  budget  shall  specify  the  amount  allocated  for  the  expenses  of  each 
Theological  Commission,  and  each  Theological  Commission  shall  be  responsible 
for  deciding  its  manner  of  using  its  allocation  within  the  limits  prescribed  in 
the  budget. 


REVISION 

35.  Any  amendment  to  this  Constitution  shall  be  submitted  by  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  and  must  be  approved  by  the  Assembly  or  the  Central 
Committee. 
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FAITH  AND  ORDER 


Publications  available  from 
WORLD  COUNCIL  OF  CHURCHES 
Montreal  1963 

FAITH  AND  ORDER  FINDINGS 

The  report  to  the  Fourth  World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order,  ed.  Paul 
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A DOCUMENTARY  HISTORY  OF  THE  FAITH  AND  ORDER 
MOVEMENT,  1927-1963 
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246  pp.  ; $ 2.—,  £ — / 14/—,  SFr/DM  8.50. 
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WORLD  COUNCIL  OF  CHURCHES 

475  Riverside  Drive 
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